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PEEFACE 


The Lectures which this volume contains were not 
prepared for publication by Professor Sidgwick, and 
are therefore unhappily withbjj J; the modifications and 
improvements which they might have received at his 
hands. Indeed he did not give any directions with 
reference to their publication, but left them, with 
other ethical papers, in my care, to be dealt with as 
might seem most advisable. With regard to the Lec- 
tures on the late Professor Green and on Mr. Herbert 
Spencer, they are an examination, expository and 
critical, of the views of Transcendental or ‘ Idealist,’ 
and Evolutional Ethics, as put forth by their most 
distinguished exponents. Before the publication in 
1874 of The Methods of Ethics — the great construc- 
tive achievement of which was unification of Intui- 
tionism and Benthamite Utilitarianism — the pro- 
minent doctrines in English ethical thought were 
the intuitional and utilitarian views, and these were 
currently regarded as being in thorough - going 
antagonism to each other. Later, Professor Sidgwick 
came to regard the Transcendentalist and Evolutionist 
schools as the principal rivals in contemporary English 
Ethics of his own system. This he most often calls 
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by the name Utilitarianism, but it might be described 
as Utilitarianism, on an intuitional basis, by which 
phrase he has occasionally referred to it. Readers of 
The Methods of Ethics have sometimes complained 
that it does not contain a more detailed consideration 
of Green’s ethical theory. Green’s Prolegomena to 
Ethics, however, did not appear until after the 
publication of the early editions of Professor Sidgwick’a 
book. The same is true of Mr. Herbert Spencer’s 
Principles of Ethics, and of Dr. Martineau’s Types 
of Ethical Theory, which latter is probably the most 
influential recent work on Ethics from an entirely 
‘ intuitional ’ standpoint. The following Lectures are 
thus to some extent supplementary to The Methods of 
Ethics. For the above reasons it has been decided, 
with Mrs. Sidgwick’s concurrence, to publish them 
without delay. They are printed substantially as they 
were delivered ; but in preparing them for the press I 
have frequently had in mind the following passage 
from Professor Sidgwick’s editorial Preface to Sir 
John Seeley’s Introduction to Political Science : — 

I have here and there omitted repetitions more suitable to 
an oral lecture than to a book, and once or twice altered the 
position of sentences ; and, generally speaking, have made such 
corrections as I thought it probable the author would have 
made before publishing the lectures. In the books prepared by 
himself for publication, Seeley was, as I know, unsparing of 
pains in rewriting such portions as did not come up to his ideal. 
I have felt, therefore, that it was unjust to his memory to let 
this posthumous book go forth without such correction of 
inadvertencies as I was able to make. No reader can feel 
more strongly than I do how inadequate a substitute this is for 
bis own revision. 

In the present case, indeed, I think no reader could 
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feel so strongly as I do how utterly inadequate a 
substitute for the Author’s own revision any such 
‘ correction of inadvertencies * as it has been possible 
to make must be. But even without his revision, 
these Lectures, which Professor Sidgwick’s pupils 
listened to with delight, seem to me to have extra- 
ordinary interest and value. — Besides the emendations 
above indicated, I have supplied (or completed) 
references, and have quoted the passages indicated 
in the manuscript. It was Professor Sidgwick’s 
custom in his oral lectures to read passages from the 
book on which he was lecturing, and occasionally 
commentaries or expositions from his own published 
works — though in the latter case the quotation was 
more often a restatement. It should be mentioned 
that portions of his articles in Mind on Green’s and 
Martineau’s Ethics [Mind, 1884, 1885, 1887), and on 
Mr. Herbert Spencer’s Data of Ethics and Justice 
{Mind, 1880 and 1892), were used by Professor 
Sidgwick in the composition of his lectures on those 
writers — though for the most part not without many 
verbal alterations. 

As regards the omitting of repetitions occurring 
in the manuscript, this has been done to some extent, 
but in several cases to have made such omission 
would have entailed more alteration than seemed 
justifiable. And, moreover, in most instances the 
repetitions are not mere repetitions, but to a large 
extent restatements. 

I must add that I am responsible for the Ana- 
lytical Summary prefixed to the Lectures. And 
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in conclusion, I desire gratefully to acknowledge 
the invaluable help received from Mrs. Sidgwick, 
both in advice on points of difficulty and in reading 
the proofs throughout. 

E. E. CONSTANCE JONES. 

Girton College, Cambridge, 

July 1902 . 



ANALYTICAL SUMMARY 


LECTURES ON GREEN’S ETHICS 

LECTURE I 

green’s metaphysical basis 

While Mr. H. Spencer proposes to establish Ethics on a ‘scientific’ basis. 
Green considers that what is moral is essentially distinct from what is 
‘natural,* and is incapable of explanation by history or evolution 

Pp. 1~2 

Green holds that the ultimate end of rational conduct is a self-realisation of 
the one Divine Mind which gradually reproduces itself in the human soul. 
This ethical view is connected with his view of cognition in general. 
Ho maintains that to explain the knowledge we have of that all-in- 
clusive unalterable system of relations which wo find in nature, the 
supposition of some combining agency is necessary ; that such an agency- 
in each man’s experience is his intelligent self, which unites the objects 
of his experience while distinguishing itself from them ; and that hence, 
as the condition of nature being real otherwise than merely as for us, w© 
must recognise the action of some unifying principle analogous to that 
of our understanding. Indeed Green, by a transition of which the 
cogency is not apparent, passes from the affirmation of analogous action 
to the affirmation of identical quality, and says that nature in its reality 
implies not merely an all- uniting agency which is not natural, but a 
thinking self-distinguishing consciousness like our own . Pp. 2-10 

And the agency is further regarded as eternal and complete, our own em- 
pirical knowledge being an imperfect reproduction or limitation in ua of 
this eternally complete consciousness. To this we may object that it 
is difficult to see how the unity of the individual’s consciousness can 
be maintained when thus divided between the Divine Eternal Mind 
out of time, and the function of an animal organism in time, which 
the Eternal Mind somehow uses as its vehicle. But putting aside this 
difficulty, and assuming the necessary existence of a Divine, eternally 
complete, combining, self-distinguishing, and self- objectifying agency, 
and the relation of man to it to have been established in Book I. 
(^Metaphysics of K'nowledge)y it still remains to ask Green : What bear- 
ing has this metaphysical doctrine on ethical problems ? How are we 
to obtain from it an ideal of holineas, or of an infinitely and perfectly 
goodwill? ...... Pp. 10-14 


IX 
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LECTURE II 

green’s view of freedom, and of desire, intellect, and volition 


Green’s tendency to overrate the ethical importance of his metaphysical 
spiritualism is conspicuous in his discussion of Freedom, — a ‘Freedom’ 
which is realised equally in virtuous and in vicious action, since in 
Green’s view man’s Freedom of Will only means that the motive in any 
human volition is what it is through the operation of that self-distin- 
guishing consciousness which is not a part of nature. (It may be objected, 
as against Green, that such freedom does not justify moral imputation, 
because the reason of virtuous or vicious choice has to be sought not in the 
non-natural self-distinguishing consciousness which is common to all, but 
in the particularity of the chain of natural causation in each case. ) The 
general question of the freedom of choice of moral agents depends. Green 
says, upon whether motives of the kind by which it is the characteristic 
of moral or human action to be determined can rightly be regarded as of 
‘ natural ’ origin and as being therefore natural phenomena. A merely 
‘ animal ’ want cannot, he holds, be the motive to action in a self-con- 
scious being ; such a motive must always be some idea of personal good, 
or self-satisfaction . . . . . Pp. 15-21 

Green, referring to the Author’s view of the relation between Desire and 
Reason or Intellect, says, that when wo speak of Desire conflicting 
with Reason, Desire is a logical abstraction which wo are mis- 
taking for reality. But in speaking of irrational Desire as conflicting 
with Reason, Professor Sidgwick refers to Desire that is directed to a 
wrong end, and does not mean that Desire may be divided from thought. 
Green’s partial failure to recognise the truth in this is due partly to his 
not seeing that what it concerns him to maintain is the inseparability of 
human desire from self-consciousness and the o 2 )eration of intellect, and 
partly to his tendency to refuse the name desire to any ‘ solicitation ’ 
except one with which a man identifies himself, and to regard this 
solicitation as always desire for personal good. So far ho ignores wilful 
choice of evil ...... Pj). 22-24 

Green does not deny conflict of desires (or solicitations) nor, apparently, the 
possible opposition of such solicitation to a moral judgment or resolution. 
The psychical fact of volition or resolution ho describes as identification 
of self (1) with object to he realised or (2) ivith im}mlse^ and calls by the 
name Desire, But in the Author’s view, it is better to restrict the use 
of the term Desire to the psychical fact of an impulse not necessarily yielded 
to, and it seems misleading to say with Green that every desire imjdies 
effort (though indeed the final preference need not exclude desire). Again 
it seems true (in opposition to Green’s view) that the psychical fact of resolve 
may be in some cases evanescent, and that in such cases actions are less 
imputed ; and, again, that what is personally or deliberately chosen 
is to be distinguished from what is chosen as right, good, or reasonable. 
On Green’s distinction between speculative and practical employment of the 
mind, it may be remarked (1) that speculative activity is a department 
of practice or conduct, (2) that Willing involves thinking and something 
more . ...... Pp. 25-28 
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LECTURE III 

green's view op moral (including immoral) action 

Recapitulation ...... Pp. 29-30 

III the Author’s view, we may distinguish actions done (1) unconsciously, (2) 
instinctively, (3) with intention, (4) with personal choice, (6) against 
rational judgment, (6) in accordance with rational judgment 

Pp. 30-31 

Volition involves an idea, but this need not be, as Green holds it to be, the 
idea of one’s self doing or enjoying, nor does self-consciousness necessarily 
involve the conscious adoption of an end. Nor, again, can we follow 
Green in his general tendency to merge choice and judgment of choice- 
worthiness ...... Pp. 31-32 

For Green moral cvetion means properly human action — the action, i.e,, of a 
self-conscious subject, and in the volitions of such a subject the motive 
(which is diifercut from mere animal want) may be consciousness of 
wanted objects or the idea of a saiisf action on the whole — in every case 
self-satisfaction is aimed at. This description applies to both good and 
bad actions — a moral action means action of a being capable of virtue and 
therefore also of vice^ and not necessarily an action done under the 
influence of the Moral Ideal .... Pp. 32-33 

We go on to ask. What is the meaning of Self-satisfaction? — Green 
allows that the Self of Book I. — a knowing, combining, self- dis- 
tinguishing, self- objectifying consciousness, which is a reproduction of a 
similar universal consciousness — has desires which originate in animal 
want or susce[)til)ility to animal pleasure in the sense that without such 
want or susceptibility they would not be. Still he seems reluctant to 
recognise in, e.g.^ human love, envy, jealousy, any kinship to the emotions 
of animals, or to admit that they arise out of the animal system, and 
thus excludes the obvious explanation of their origin in human persons, 
while suggesting no other .... Pp. 33-36 

But however the question of origin may be answered, we have to ask : What, in 
Green’s view, is the Self-satisfaction of this self-seeking, self- distinguish- 
ing human consciousness? Green seems to say (1) that it is a state of 
a self-conscious person that accompanies the attainment of a desired 
end, (2) that it is distinguishable from pleasure, though pleasure may 
accompany it, and a man may (mistakenly) expect to find it in pleasure. 
To tlie question whether self-satisfaction is always gained in the attain- 
ment of a desired object. Green does not give a clear answer, defining 
Good as that which satisfies some desire^ and True Good as an abiding 
satisfaction of an abiding self .... Pp. 36-37 

If in all action of a moral being, complete self-satisfaction is sought, then in 
Green’s view the characteristic of wrong action is that such self-satisfac- 
tion is sought where it cannot be found. Is it from intellectual error 
that it is thus wrongly sought ? To this question Green seems to give 
inconsistent answers, and this is perhaps due to a failure to distinguish 
clearly between the views (1) that Desire gives the quality of good, and 
(2) that Satisfaction does so . . . . Pp. 37-41 

The question : Why does not a self-distinguishing combining consciousness 
achieve true self-satisfaction by the performance of its function of self- 
distinction and combination, together with the satisfaction of the desires 
with which it from time to time identifies itself? is one which Green 
never really faces . . . . . . Pp 41-42 
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LECTUEE IV 

green’s view of the good will, and true good 
We go on to inquire further into Green’s view of True Good and the Good 

wni. 

By the Good Will, Common Sense may mean Will with good intention, 

' or with good motive, or with both, and both Will and Intention may 
be either objectively right or good (what a reasonable man would 
approve) or subjectively right or good (what is judged by the agent to 
be so). Again a man may have a right general notion of the end, but 
a wrong conception of the particulars that make it up (thus being 
Formally right but Materially wrong). Or he may have a right 
detailed conception of human happiness, but a wrong conception of the 
means to it . . . . . . Pp. 43-45 

Applying these distinctions to Green’s view, we do not find his pronounce- 
ments clear and explicit, but he appears to hold that a perfectly good 
will would involve a perfectly true conception' of the end, and of the 
means to it. He further makes the unsupported assumption that good 
in effect will always correspond to good motive . . Pp. 45-46 

His account of True Good (an abiding satisfaction of an abiding self) mixes 
up two views of that Good, (1) wider = realisation of capabilities; (2) 
narrower = realisation of moral capability. 

In as far as moral agent means self-objectifying, selfaiistinguishing and com- 
lining agent, moral capability would seem to be fully realised at 
present. If we take realisation of capabilities in a broader sense, since 
some capabilities are realised in every life, a standard of choice between 
different capabilities is required .... Pp. 46-48 
The notion of Perfection (complete realisation of capabilities) is incap- 
able of furnishing guidance, and is, besides, an end admittedly not 
attained in this earthly life, even if interpreted narrowly as moral 
perfection. Hence even the man who pursues Virtue does not attain 
the end, and even such satisfaction as may be afforded by an ap])roxima- 
tion which always falls short, can only be ‘ abiding * on condition of 
the continuance of personal existence after death . . Pp. 48-49 

The realisation of the True Good must of course be in persons, but this does 
not definitely settle the important question whether the individual 
agent may reasonably look for its realisation in himself or only in other 
persons hereafter. We must, Green says, believe that a capacity 
consisting in self-conscious personality partakes of the eternal, and wo 
cannot suppose the extinction or final incompleteness of self-conscious 
beings. To this it may bo answered that what is ‘ not in time ’ is not 
of course capable either of temporal extinction, or of continuance in 
time ; but if Green is thinking of the immortality of the individual, he 
has not adduced any cogent reasons for believing in it. When he says 
that the achievements and aspirations of the human spirit justify us in 
supposing that the personal life which men live is (1) continued in a 
society which carries further the movement towards perfection begun on 
earth ; or (2) that the personal self-conscious being which comes from 
God is for ever continued in God ; or (3) that the problem suggested 
by the constant spectacle of unfulfilled human promise is simply in- 
soluble, he presents us with alternatives which entirely fail to meet the 
difficulty. The effort after an abiding self-satisfaction has not been 
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shown to be rational, since neither the recognition of an insoluble 
problem, nor the admission that the eternal consciousness will remain 
eternally conscious, nor again, the supposition of the continued existence 
of a society of persons somewhere, somehow, in an indefinite future, 
affords promise of an abiding satisfaction of the individual, egoistically 
conceived ...... Pp. 49-56 

The essential sociality of man does, it is true, go some way towards making 
the good of humanity my good, but it has not necessarily any force or 
tendency to carry me the rest of the way. And thus the question 
arises : How far should one man sacrifice his own good (or perfection) in 
order to promote the good of others ? Green holds, indeed, that Egoism 
and Self-sacrifice will be, when duly enlightened, two roads to the same 
goal. But how do we know that this opinion is true ? Can the notion 
of a True Good which is non-competitive be maintained consistently with 
Green’s own account of the Moral Ideal, and is it in harmony with 
Common Sense ? . . . . . . Pp. 56-59 


LECTURE V 

green’s account of the moral ideal 

Book III. on the Moral Ideal attempts to answer the question : What is the 
difference between the aim of the virtuous man and that of the vicious 
man ? True Good, Green holds, gives abiding self-satisfaction, and this 
he sometimes says can bo obtained (1) only by Com'plde self -realisation 
or rerfcction (including Art and Science, the will to know what is true, 
to make what is beautiful) ; but sometimes, (2) holding that true good 
must bo so far common that it docs not lie in objects that admit of 
being competed for, he finds it in the narrower notion of Virtue or (still 
narrower) tlie Good Will or the Will to be Good. 

Why should the True Good be Rest — an ahidhoj self -satisfaction^ rather than 
a recurring cycle of Desire — Fruition — Calm ? And even if it were so, 
by Green’s own account the higher a man’s aim, the less he counts 
himself to have attained in this life, and Green’s j)hilosophy ofiers us no 
satisfactory grounds for expecting the survival of the individual after 
bodily death ...... Pp. 60-63 

Again, the notion of realisation of the capacities of the liuman self-distinguish- 
ing, self- objectifying, combining eonseiousnebs, leaves us still asking for 
a criterion by which to distinguish the pursuit of True Good from the 
pursuit of illusion — since every life is in some sense a realisation of 
capabilities. Moreover, Green is not able to maintain an idea of a 
True Good which is non-competitive, which docs not admit of the dis- 
tinction between good for self and good for others, and his own 
exposition of Justice, Self-denial, Self-sacrifice, involves possible in- 
compatibility between benefit to one man and benefit to another 

Pp. 63-67 

And the Self-sacrifice or Self-denial of which he so often speaks involves 
a further difficulty, since what a man denies^ according to Green’s 
psychology, is not himself, but those impulses, influences, or tendencies 
due to the animal soul, with which the virtuous man, as such, does not 
identify himself, and what he sacrifices is not his True Good (which lies 
in objects that do not admit of being competed for). 

If we turn to the narrower ideal, and grant for the sake of argument the very 
disputable proposition that the exercise of Virtue provides the fullest 
development of man’s nature as a whole, then it would appear that the 
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promotion of the specifically moral virtues ought to occupy so large a share 
of the practical philanthropist’s attention that Green’s inclusion of Artand 
Science will turn out to have very little real significance . Pp. 67-71 

That this was not clear to Green, seems to be due to his having somehow 
allowed his thought to swing like a pendulum between his wider and 
narrower ideals of True Good. We find that of the narrower ideal, a 
formal criterion is sometimes put forward, to the effect that the only 
good which is common to all who may pursue it, is that which consists 
in the universal will to be good. Sometimes on the other hand we are 
told that the Good Will must not be understood to be merely a will 
possessed by some abstract idea of goodness or moral law. But if pleasure 
is rejected and culture narrowed to Virtue, what can the object of the 
Good Will be except goodness of will in others ? — We still get no 
answer to the fundamental question : Suppose us all willing the good, 
what should we all will ? . . . . . Pp. 71-74 

Green seems in one passage to admit and face the impossibility of giving 
any definition of the Good which does not involve him in a logical 
circle. It is, he says, not an illogical procedure, because it is the only 
procedure suited to the matter in hand, to say that the goodness of 
man lies in devotion to the ideal of humanity, and then that the ideal of 
humanity consists in the goodness of man. But to this it may be 
answered that though the will to be good is itself a part of the ideal 
perfection, it is a part the knowledge of which gives us no know- 
ledge of — and no prospect of knowing — the rest, and that, taken alone, 
it fails altogether to give any practical guidance . . Pp. 74-76 

It seems to bo with some idea of meeting this answer that Green falls back 
on positive morality and established social institutions. But even 
granting that men established the system of social and political duties 
recognised by Law and Common Sense in the effort after Perfection, 
why should wo suppose that our ancestors, if they did not know what 
Perfection was, could really tell the means by which it was to be 
realised ? And whether the origin of social interests is to bo sought in 
animal sympathy, or in a self-distinguishing consciousness, or in both 
together, it is difficult to see how the sociality of human good can prove 
its non-competitive character — how the partial coincidence of the Good 
of Self with the Good of Others due to social interests can bo made 
complete. And granting the existence and influence of the notion of a 
Common Good, — the good of the family, the tribe, the State, — is this 
notion that of some abiding good independent of the conditions of 
animal life, and is it a notion of virtue or perfection of character 1 
The tacit assumption that this is so, seems to vitiate the reasoning of 
Book III. chapter iii. The True Good, says Green, must be good for all 
men. 

But surely the modern conscience does not affirm that from a mundane point 
of view sacrifice of one’s own good is not possible. The view may, 
however, with some plausibility be maintained in regard to the Greek 
conscience ...... Pp. 76-79 


LECTUKE VI 

green’s view of GREEK ETHICS 

In chapter v. of Book III., in which Green turns to a historical account of his 
Moral Ideal with special reference to Greek Ethics, he fails in his aim 
of showing that the popmlar conception in Greece of Virtue or Human 
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Excellence either sprang from the demand for an abiding self-satisfaction, 
or reco^ised a state of will or character of hnman beings as the ultimate 
object in which this satisfaction was to be found . . Pp. 80-81 

He says that in the ideal of Virtue of the Greek philosophers, we find the 
first clear expression of the conviction that every form of real goodness 
must rest on a will to be good which has no object but its own 
fulfilment. But this view ignores the special and prominent characteristic 
of the teaching of Socrates and his followers, that the difference between 
Virtue and Vice depends primarily on the state of a man’s intellect or 
knowledge. In the qualified Socratic doctrine maintained by Plato, it 
is still not Will to be good but Knowledge of Good that is highest and 
most essential ... ... Pp. 82-84 

Aristotle recognises more fully than Plato the inadequacy of mere knowledge 
to produce practical virtue, and the unity of Virtue is for him merely a 
generic unity, including Speculative Wisdom (which is concerned about 
eternal truth, objects higher than human good and evil) and Practical 
Wisdom (in which the moral Virtues are involved). And in trying to 
form a consistent notion of Practical Wisdom, Aristotle is embarrassed 
between (1) the view that good conduct should contain its end in itself, 
and (2) the common -sense tendency to regard Practical Wisdom as 
chiefly exercised in providing those inferior goods which contribute to 
human wellbeing ...... Pp. 84-8fi 

The chief schools of philosophy sprung from Socrates did indeed hold that 
Virtue or Human Excellence is the whole (or the main part) of the true 
good of individuals, and that Virtue to be truly Virtue must be chosen 
for its own sake. But here their agreement ended, and it misrepresents 
the relation of Knowledge to Virtue as conceived by the ancient thinkers 
to lay the stress that Green does on AVill . . . Pp. 86-87 

In the case of Aristotle, it is misleading to describe his moral excellences 
merely as excellences of Practical Thought, because he recognises a semi- 
rational element of the soul, capable indeed of obeying reason, but 
also ca])able of conflicting with it. And confining attention to the 
thought-element, the view that for Aristotle morality was determined 
by interest in -wellbeing interpreted as realisation of the soul’s 
faculties, is open to the objection of not affording definite guidance 
in any particular case of conduct. Green’s answer to the difficulty 
— that in order practically to determine Ultimate Good we may turn 
for enlightenment to the established rules of arts and sciences, and 
families and states — could not have been adopted by Aristotle, who 
regarded it as the function of Ethics to regulate all other arts. 

Pp. 87-88 

Aristotle in his Ethics gives us not merely the moral estimate of the philoso- 
pher, but also the social estimate of his age and country ; but he does 
not suggest that Wisdom, Courage, Temperance, and Justice were valued 
by Common Sense as conducive to the unfolding of the capacities of the 
rational man in full harmonious activity. In his Theoretical Excellence 
it is not the will to know ichat is true that is important, but the 
exercised faculty of knowing what is true. Similarly of the will to 
'niake what is beautiful. And of Courage, on the one hand Aristotle 
simply conceives the brave man as realising moral beauty in his act ; 
and Green’s view that he held the essence of the virtue to be endurance 
of pain and fear in the service of the State, is wide of the mark. On 
the other hand, there is less agreement among the Greek philosophers 
in the definition of dudpela than Green suggests. And of Temperance, 
Aristotle says that the aim of the temperate man is (as in the case of 
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Courage) rb Ka\6v, not that its motive was, in Green’s phrase, reverence 
for the Divine order of the State .... Pp. 88-94 
We may agree with much of what Green says about the modern notion of 
Temperance, but in his treatment of modern self-denial there is an ever- 
present though unconscious evasion of the fundamental question : 
May not the development of A’s capacities come into conflict not merely 
with B’s pleasure, but also with the development of his intellectual and 
other capacities ? . . . . . . Pp. 94-95 

To sum up : Green’s interpretation of Aristotle is defective, (1) because of 
the extent to which he ignores the superiority of and the 

ulterior ends of (pp6vr]<TLs or TroXirt/ci) admitted by Aristotle ; (2) because 
of his unauthorised definition and interpretation of the end in any 
practical -virtuous act. Further, seeing that Aristotle has a list of ten 

Moral Virtues (in addition to Justice), it is odd that Green should have 
examined only Courage and Temperance in detail. And, again, though 
Aristotle’s definition of human good is primarily non-hedonistic, ho has 
nothing of the anti-hedonistic spirit which animates Green throughout. 
Finally, as an account of the Greek ideal of Morality presented by the 
philosophers. Green’s statement is defective — he confines himself 
mainly to Aristotle and almost ignores Stoicism, the most important 
ethical system of the three centuries intervening between Aristotle and 
Christianity . . . . . . Pp. 95-99 


LECTURE VII 

green’s treatment op hedonism 

It is sometimes supposed that Green’s attack on Hedonism is effective if we 
grant his metaphysical doctrine that the self, which is non-natural and 
therefore free, is not in time. He does, however, both in the meta- 
physical and ethical parts of his reasoning, apply terms with a temporal 
meaning to self-conscious subjects, and time -determinations seem 
essential to his conception of the Universe and of the self so far as 
ethical. A similar difficulty occurs in Kantian Ethics . Pp. 100-101 

In considering Green’s relation to Utilitarianism wo are forced to abstract (as 
he himself does) from the conception of the subject out of time. The 
first part of Green’s polemic against Hedonism is aimed at Psychological 
Hedoaism — the doctrine that the object of man’s conscious desire and 
voluntary aim is nothing but pleasure (and avoidance of ])ain). In his 
rejection of this doctrine and his explanation of its prevalence we may 
concur. But the analysis which leads him to reject Psychological 
Hedonism seems equally effective as against his own doctrine that the 
self-conscious agent always aims at self-satisfaction. 

On the whole, Green’s view of the relation of self-satisfaction to the satisfac- 
tion or extinction of desire seems to be that the attainment of any 
particular object of desire brings at least a partial and transient Self- 
satisfaction, though complete and permanent satisfaction cannot bo 
found in vicious self-seeking. — But it is difficult to distinguish 
Satisfaction from Pleasure : if by Satisfaction Green means the cognitive 
element of the consciousness of attaining a desired end, this seems (1) 
not in accordance with the common usage of terms (2) not rightly 
regarded as in itself desired or ultimately desirable. And in some cases 
of attainment and consequent extinction of desire, there seems to be no 
satisfaction^ if satisfaction implies pleasurable consciousness. 
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Partly owing to imperfect acquaintance with the course of English Ethical 
thought, Green persistently mixes up his polemic against Psychological 
Hedonism with his polemic against Ethical Hedonism — that is, the 
doctrine that Happiness is the right end of action . . Pp. 102-105 

Confining attention to Ethical Hedonism, we find that the argument against 
it is directed chiefly to four points : (1) Duality of Rational Self-Love 
and Rational Benevolence ; (2) Uncertainty of Hedonistic calculation 
as a source of practical weakness ; (3) Essential transitoriness of 
pleasure ; (4) The notion of a Sum of Pleasures. As to (1), it was the 
main aim of The Methods of Ethics to exhibit this dualism and the need 
of reconciling the divergent ends, and Green’s own notion of Perfection 
(in the wider sense) does not avoid a similar duality. Again, as re- 
gards (2), The Methods of Ethics aims at bringing out clearly the uncer- 
tainties of hedonistic calculation, and however great these may be, 
the difficulties of Green’s view seem indefinitely greater. What 
criterion docs he offer for preferring one sort of realisation of capabilities 
to another ? (3) If reflection on Virtue, and even on Green’s account of 

Virtue {e.g. Justice), shows that it contains im])licit reference to further 
good, and if to the reflective mind nothing but happiness appears to be 
good in itself, without reference to an ulterior entl — is any answer 
needed to the man who is dissatisfied with happiness merely because it 
is subject to the conditions of Time ? Time is a condition of human 
consciousness, and therefore of every good of consciousness. (4) Green’s 
objection to Sum of Pleasures simply, seems to resolve itself into (3) 
objection to transitoriness of pleasure, since he admits all that Ethical 
Hedonism requires here, namely, that desire for a sum or contemplated 
series of pleasures is possible. Green further argues here that Ethical 
Hedonism is inconsistent with Psychological Hedonism, since Sum of 
Tleasicres (which Ethical Hedonism takes as End) is not Pleasure, To 
this it may be replied that pleasures can be summed in thought, and it 
is as so summed that tliey attract a man qua rational being. H&dre of 
pleasure is no doubt different from desire of greatest amount of pleasure^ 
but the latter is the form which desire of pleasure takes in a reflective 
mind . . . . . . . Pp. 105-110 

Passing to the objections to taking greatest possible sum of pleasures as end. 
Green says that this is as unmeaning as greatest possible quantity of time 
or space, being an end which admits of indefinite increase and which 
for ever recedes, and hence cannot serve the purposes of a criterion. 
But we can and do speak of the greatest possible quantity of time and 
space obtainable for given purposes under given conditions. And for a 
Utilitarian aiming at greatest possible happiness under given conditions, 
the fact that his aim is limited by his foresight makes irrelevant Green’s 
objection on account of indefinite increase, while even a possibly infinite 
series may be capable of being made greater or less, and may so furnish 
a criterion. Further, an end which we aim at realising must be in the 
future. And if an end be an object of rational aim, sought for itself, 
whether attained in successive parts or not, Maximum Happiness will 
provide a serviceable criterion of conduct as long as any one’s pro- 
spective balance of pleasure over pain admits of being made greater or 
less by immediate action in one way or the other . . Pp. 110-113 

To Green’s objection that moral approval is impossible without reference to 
an ideal of a perfect state of existence, it may be replied that such 
approval can be and is given to the preference of mare good to less good. 
Green fails to see that the Utilitarian’s Ultimate Good is not a Utopia 
which we may come nearer to or imitate, but a kind of existence which 

b 
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is continually being realised in some degree. His effort to ‘make 
sense ’ of the Utilitarian theory, eliminates or obscures the quantitative 
element of the Utilitarian End, hence his argument to show that the 
notion which he himself thus renders indefinite is less definite than his 
own End, becomes unimportant. Green’s argument against the con- 
duciveness to Virtue of Utilitarian theory is not convincing, and his 
assertion that the notion of Perfection supplies a rational method for 
reforming conventional morality is unsupported by proofs 

Pp. 113-115 


LECTUKE VIII 

green’s treatment op hedonism { continued ) 

After a brief recapitulation and restatement of the last Lecture, the Author 
notices the inconclusiveiiess of Green’s argument to show that the 
aggregate of pleasures at any time enjoyed could not be gi’eater than 
it is, and then passes to consider the criticism of his own view in 
§§ 364-371 ...... Pp. 116-123 

In answer to Green he points out that on reflection nothing a])pears to be 
ultimately and intrinsically good except some kind of Conscious Life, 
and that the Ultimate Good of Conscious Life seems to be identical 
with Happiness. It is true that in ordinary thought. Consciousness is 
held to be preferable on other grounds than its pleasantness, but this is 
because in such cases what wo approve is not the consciousness but some- 
thing in its conditions, concomitants, or consequences . Pp. 123-126 
And he justifies the view that it is Pleasure alone that is intrinsically good, 
by pointing out that appeal to the intuitive judgment of the individual, 
and comprehensive comparison of the ordinary judgments of mankind, 
will show the mistakenness of preference for mere conditions, con- 
comitants, or consequences of consciousness, as distinguished from 
consciousness itself. Green’s answer here involves ignoratlo elenchi. 

Pp. 126-129 

Green proceeds to say that tlie Author’s doctrine of Universalistic Hedonism 
(the ethical theory that takes universal happiness as tlie ultimate end 
and standard of right conduct) is tautological. But the statement 
that Ultimate Good is feeling of a certain quality, the quality being 
estimated by the judgment of value implicitly passed on it by the 
sentient being at the time of feeling it, is not a tautology. And in 
subsequent arguments, he similarly misunderstands the Author’s distinc- 
tion between and . . . Pp. 129-131 


LECTURES ON MR. SPENCER’S ETHICS 

LECTURE I 

CHAPTERS I. AND II. OF DATA OP ETHICS (PART I. OF THE PRINCIPLES 

OF ethics) 

Mr. Spencer aims at establishing rules of right conduct on a scientific basis, 
and at thus filling the gap left by the disappearance of Supernatural 
Ethics and avoiding the defects of morality as it is. Evolutionist and 
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Asaociationist Moralists often mean by a scientific treatment of morality 
merely an investigation of the laws according to which ethical beliefs 
and sentiments have come into existence. We may note that such 
psychological or sociological investigation has not necessarily any 
tendency to establish the authority of the current morality of which it 
traces the history. Indeed it is not morality as it is (which Mr. 
Spencer regards as defective) that he attempts so to establish, but 
morality as it ought to be. Such ideal morality can, he holds, be 
established by Science (Biology, Psychology, Sociology). In his view 
scientific consideration of conduct in general shows us (1) a supreme or 
ultimate end to the realisation of wdiich human actions are universally 
or normally directed, and (2) enables us to determine the kind of 
conduct by which this end may be best attained . . Pjl 136-138 

The establishment of the end is the main subject of Mr. Spencer’s first three 
chapters. Ho considers it important to regard the portion of human 
conduct to which ethics relates as ])art of the larger whole of universal 
conduct, and this is defined as an adjustment of acts to ends^ which 
becomes more complex and elaborate as animals become more developed, 
and the main distinction of the conduct of the lower animals as com- 
pared with the higher is a relatively simple and relatively incomplete 
adjustment of acts to ends. According to Mr. Spencer, the ultimate 
end throughout the scale of the adjustments which constitute life, is the 
continuance and further development of those adjustments themselves. 
And though the actions of any individual may be partly adjusted to the 
initiation, prolongation, and enlargement of other lives besides its own, 
still Quantity of Life is the supreme end of universal conduct. The 
view is thus doubly teleological. 

In his Replies to Criticisms on ^ The Data of Ethics' Mr. Spencer mis- 
apprehends the intention of the Author’s remark that, while the point of 
view of The Data of Ethics is frankly teleological, in The Principles of 
Biology pains are taken to avoid teleological implications Pp. 138-142 


LECTURE II 

DATA OF ETHICS CHAPTEUS III. IV. AND X. 

The conclusion to w'hich Mr, Spencer has led us is that the end to which 
life in general is more and more adjusted as it becomes more and more 
evolved, is Quantity of Life^ taking Width in as xoell as Lengthy and that 
conduct is good which tends to preservation of life so understood. We 
have thus an Ultimate End or Good defined non-hedonistically. But 
an ethical end cannot be proved by Biology, And in fact Mr. Spencer 
does not really maintain his non-hedonistic biological end, but asserts 
in § 9 that the good is universally the pleasurable, and that pleasicrahle 
and painful are the primary meanings of good and bad. Substantially 
he gives the most decided preference to Pleasure over Life as Ultimate 
End, and is thus not a pure Evolutionist in Ethics, but an Evolutionistic 
Hedonist. At the same time he assumes an optimistic view as to the 
coincidence of Life and Pleasure, which needs more argument. The 
Utilitarian moralist, indeed, is not bound to confute Pessimism, but 
Mr. Spencer is bound to do this and more. If Quantity of Life is the 
end, and also Plea-sure is the end, ho is bound to prove that coincidence 
of Life and Pleasure which he takes for granted. To meet this diflS- 
culty he refers to his chapter on 2'he Relativity of Pains and Pleasures, 
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and affirms that the problem is solved by the process of adaptation of 
life to its environment which is continually going on. But all which 
experience gives us reason for inferring is, that actions preservative of the 
individual or the race will be, generally speaking, less painful than those 
that have an opposite tendency, and that the pains normally endured 
will not be sufficiently intense to destroy life . . Pp. 143-153 

This leaves open the possibility that the stimulus to organic actions should 
be painful, the actions themselves indifferent, and the result merely 
relief from pain. And on the one hand, in as far as actions become 
instinctive or mechanical, they tend to be less accompanied with feeling, 
while, on the other liand, it seems quite possible that ever new ad- 
justments will be required, and the equilibrium between individuals and 
their environment remain but partial and incomplete. And further, 
even supposing it to be true that pleasure will eventually accompany 
every mode of action demanded by social conditions, it still does not 
follow that maximum quantity of pleasure will always accompany 
maximum quantity of life. And whatever we may hope as to the 
future, it remains true that at present there is a wide divergence 
between the two ends. Mr. Spencer’s view here appears to be that 
complete coincidence of life-sustaining and pleasure-giving activities, 
though it may be assumed in Absolute Ethics, cannot be similarly 
assumed in Relative Ethics, which is concerned witli the guidance of 
humanity here and now. This distinction, however, is not directly 
explained until the close of the treatise . . . Pp. 153-156 

The main drift of chapter iv., on Ways of Judging Condxccty is that in Mr. 
Spencer’s view the various ethical theories — theological, jiolitical, in- 
tuitional, or utilitarian — are characterised either by entire absence of 
the idea of causation or by inadequate presence of it. He instances (1) 
the o[)inion that there is no other rule of conduct than the alleged will 
of God ; (2) Plato, Aristotle, and Hobbes, who are said to find in State 
enactments the sources of right and wrong ; (3) Intuitionists, who are 
said to believe in innate moral perception ; and (4) the Utilitarian 
school, which is charged with adopting an empirical and inductive 
method instead of deductions to necessary conclusions. What is 
said of Plato and Aristotle involves historical misrepresentation. The 
element of truth in Hobbes’s view is not done justice to, the In- 
tuitionist view is caricatured, and the reconciliation of Intuitiouisni by 
means of Evolution, given in chapter ix., is here left out of account. 
Utilitarians do, no doubt, adopt a method which is largely empirical, 
but this is not because they refuse to recognise causation, or the general 
importance of scientific deduction . . . Pp. 156-160 

LECTURE III 

DATA OF ETHICS CHAPTERS V. TO VIII. 

A main cause of difficulty in dealing with chapters v. to viii. is that Mr. 
Spencer takes as established the as yet unproved coincidence between 
Life and Happiness, and holds that if the Utilitarian will trace the 
characteristics of evolution in Life, he will be enabled to substitute 
the truly scientific method for ordinary empirical Utilitarianism. But 
if the two ends diverge, the method is illegitimate. 

The question placed before us at the end of chapter iv. is : Assuming that 
the ultimate end is happiness, by what method should we determine 
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the means to this end ? Mr. Spencer thinks that a deductive method 
should be substituted for the mainly inductive one used by the older 
Utilitarians, and implies that the four scientific ‘ views ’ of chapters v. 
to viii. will show how the transformation is to be effected Pp. 161-162 
Taking first chapter v. on the Physical View, we learn that ‘moral’ conduct 
has in the highest degree the characteristics of definiteness, coherence, 
and heterogeneity to which all physical progress moves. As regards 
the definiteness and coherence of good conduct, Mr. Spencer appeals con- 
fidently to Common Sense. (But surely conduct may be coherently and 
definitely selfish, and in some cases an indeterminateness which leaves 
room for spontaneity is valued.) Mr. Spencer argues, and with force, 
that with regard to heterogeneity Common Morality does not support 
his view ; but he overlooks a difficulty from the double point of view 
of the individual and the social organism. We may imagine a condi- 
tion in which the individual develops pari passu with his society, but 
we have no adequate evidence that history is conducting us to such a 
Utopia. Hence wo cannot say broadly that conduct here and now 
tends to general happiness in proi)ortion as it exhibits the character- 
istics of definiteness, coherence, and heterogeneity. It may be main- 
tained that perfect conduct must be perfectly definite and coherent, but 
as regards the physical world, we can only conceive it to be indefinite 
or incoherent relatively to an imperfect intellect ; and relatively to 
human intellect, the indefinite in certain parts of conduct is judged to 
be better ...... Pp. 162-165 

Passing to the Biological View, Mr. Si>enccr tells us that according to this, 
the ideally moral man is one in whom all functions are fulfilled in 
normal proportion. But since in our actual transitional state moral 
obligations of a supremo kind often necessitate conduct which is 
jffiysioally injurious, the only practical precept which we reach is 
the undisputed maxim that it is our duty ca’trris paribus to preserve 
our health in the highest degree. If it be said that the principle of 
performing every function is at least useful as pointing out an ideal, wo 
must answer that the ideal humanity to which it would completely 
apply is so remote that we cannot obtain even an ideal that could be 
useful to us hero and now .... Pp. 165-168 

And the case is somewhat similar with tlio argument to show that pleasure- 
giving acts arc life-sustaining, and that painful acts are injurious to 
life. Heiico here again w'e see tliat the guidance afforded by Mr. 
Spencer’s biological law cannot supei\sede the empirical method of 
ascertaining elfects of action on liappiness. And chapter vii. on the 
Psychological View furnishes further evidence of tlie vagueness and 
inadequacy of the guidance afibrded by Mr. Spencer’s biological data. 
For while in chapter vi. he reprimands men and moralists for their 
neglect of imyiicdiatc pleasures and pains, in chapter vii. he is inclined 
to allow that the moral progress of man has largely consisted in his 
increased tendency to regard remote t)leasures and pains and overrule 
the force of the more proximate, and is ready to explain the fact 
scientifically. 

Thus, finally, all that Mr. Spencer enables us to say seems merely to amount 
to this, that immediate pleasure is to bo sought and immediate pain 
avoided when there is no reason to suppose that such pursuit or avoid- 
ance will bring with it a loss of balance of pleasure hereafter — and this 
no Utilitarian denies ..... Pp. 168-170 
In chapter vii. Mr. Spencer gives an account of the origin and development 
of our moral sentiments. He describes the notion of Moral Obligation 
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as originally evolved in savages from the vague dread of the anger of 
other men, living and dead — dread of the actual chieftain, which 
gradually grows into distinctness, becomes the political sanction, dread 
of the former chieftain’s ghost promoted to a deity becomes the religious 
sanction, regard for the praise and blame of fellow-men becomes the 
social sanction — these generally harmonise with and support each other. 
The strictly moral feelings and restraints to which these are preparatory, 
and which grow out of these, consist in the representation not of 
extrinsic and factitious but of intrinsic and necessary natural effects. 
The moral feelings and restraints having originated from these political, 
religious, and social authorities, and under conditions made possible by 
them, come to be in conscious exj)erience quite independent of the 
earlier restraints. The special feeling of obligation is referred to (1) 
consciousness of higher authority as guiding to welfare, (2) coerciveness 
imported into moral restraint from the associated political, religious, and 
social restraints. — The latter, Mr. Spencer holds, will fade as the moral 
motive becomes distinct and predominant. — But there is some want of 
clearness, since the feeling of coerciveness seems to be identified with 
the feeling of obligation itself, and so Mr. Spencer reaches the conclusion 
that the sense of duty or moral obligation is transitory. But we do not 
see why the element of authoritativeness should disappear along with 
the element of coerciveiiess. 

The above account of the gradual gi’owth into indepoudence of truly moral 
restraint does not seem to furnish any hel]) towards making Utilitarian 
Ethics deductive ..... Pp. 170-175 

In the chapter on the Sociological View, Mr. Spencer observes that the 
modifications of conduct necessitated by the social state have come to 
constitute the chief part of the moral code, and he lays down funda- 
mental rules of action which will be considered in the next Lecture. 
But we are faced here by the fundamentally important question, left 
open at the conclusion of chapter iii. : Why, and how far, should I 
concern myself about evil to others, when the symj)athetic pain which 
their evil causes me is not so great as to outweigh the loss of pleasure 
involved in my taking trouble to remove their pain ? 

The difference between the strictly moral restraint on the one hand, and the 
political, religious, and social restraints on the other hand, are not to 
be found, as Mr. Spencer suggests, in a difference as to directness and 
proximity, nor can we treat as fundamental his distinction between 
artificial or factitiouSy and necessary natural consecpiences. The 
essential difference is that in tnily moral feeling, in the main, it is evil 
to others, sympathetically apprehended, that is influential. 

Pp. 176-177 

LECTURE IV 

DATA OF ETHICS CHAPTERS XL TO XIV. AND CHAPTER VIII. 

In answering the question : Whose happiness ought the individual agent to 
seek ? Mr. Spencer points out that both pure Egoism and pure Altruism 
must be' rejected. We may hope, he thinks, that ultimately Each will 
find his own in all men's good, but at present general happiness is to 
be achieved mainly througli the adequate pursuit of their own happiness 
by individuals ; while, reciprocally, the happinesses of the individuals 
are to be achieved in part by their pursuit of the general happiness. 
But this formula does not recognise the possibility there is that one’s 
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own happiness and the general happiness may be presented as alter- 
natives. 

Mr. Spencer does not directly face this problem, for the reason, as it would 
seem, that ho does not clearly distinguish the question of Ultimate 
End froiri that of Proximate End. For while his arguments against 
undue altruism assume universal happiness as the ultimate end and 
criterion of right conduct, he blames Bentham and his followers for 
accepting the same end and standard, and seems to treat this position 
as identical with the theory which makes general happiness the sole 
immediate object of pursuit. But this latter theory is remote from 
Bentham's, while at the same time it is only against it that Mr. 
Spencer's arguments are effective. To the Hedonist s question : Whose 
liappiness is to be considered by the individual agent ? Bentham does 
not give a very clear answer, but his proposition : — Every one to count 
for one, and no one for more than one — if understood with the obvious 
qualification, seems incontrovertible and implied in the adoption of 
general happiness as end. On the whole, it seems that Mr. Spencer's 
polemic against the Utilitarianism of Bentham and Mill is directed 
against the doctrine that conduciveness to general happiness should be 
taken as the 'immediute end. But Mill and still more Bentham are far 
from advocating an altruism which inculcates self-sacrifice and self- 
suppression without limit or reserve, while the practical claims of 
Egoism are clearly recognised in The Methods of Ethics — thus the 
doctrine against which Mr. Spencer is arguing in chapter xiii. appears 
to bo an incongiaious mixture of English Utilitarianism and Comtist 
Altruism, and even for Comte there is a better case than Mr. Spencer 
admits . . . . . . . Pp. 178-187 

While accepting Mr. Sj^encer’s view of the necessity, for general happiness, 
of some practical com jiromise ^between Egoism and Altruism, we may 
urge that the fact that there must be ‘ a compromise ' does not deter- 
mine whether it shall be that in which the individual pursues the 
happiness of others so far as it is consistent with his own, or that in 
which he pursues his own so far as it is consistent with maximum 
happiness generally. Mr. Spencer does not afhrin that the two always 
coincide, lienee he has still to answer tlie question : Which of the two 
alternative compromises ought I to take ? — The Author’s answer here is, 
that unless we assume or prove the moral order of the world, there is a 
conflict between rational convictions ; and he holds that the assumption 
of moral order is normal to reflective man and a postulate of Common 
Sense. If we conclude that Mr. Spencer would say that an individual 
ought to choose tlie compromise framed on the universalistic principle, 
we still have to face the question : Can this compromise be determined 
by the deductive method which ho advocates ? . . Pp. 187-189 

Turning back to chapter viii. on the Sociological View, we ask : Does this 
show us how Utilitarianism can be made deductive ? Here Mr. Spencer 
infers that because war is a cause of the sacrifice of individuals to the 
community, therefore when wars cease, all such sacrifice will cease. — 
But there seems no reason why the sacrifice of some individuals to 
others should not go on in a community, even when it is not menaced 
from outside by antagonistic societies. E,g. there may be industrial 
antagonisms within the society. Mr. Spencer’s fallacious inference here 
seems to prejudge the whole dispute between his Individualism and 
Modern Socialism. 

There is, he tells us, a final permanent code which voluntary co-operation 
implies, and which alone admits of being definitely formulated, and so 
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constituting ethics as a science in contrast with empirical ethics. 
Passing over the difficulty due to our not knowing how ideal the state 
is to which Mr. Spencer’s ethics relate, and deferring consideration of 
the utility of the final permanent code for men here and now, we turn 
to its chief rules as given in chapter viii. These are (1) Injure no one 
in person, estate, or reputation ; (2) Observe contracts ; (3) Make spon- 
taneous efforts to further the welfare of others. — We may admit that 
these rules belong to a final permanent code and Avill be observed in an 
ideal community ; but it does not appear that Mr. Spencer by means of 
sociological considerations enables us to know it with a scientific 
certainty unlike that which the Utilitarian can attain who forms his 
view of the 'media axiomata of Ethics from experience . Pp. 189-194; 


LECTURE V 

DATA OP ETHICS CHAPTERS XV. XVI. AND VIII. 

In considering chapter xv. we should keep distinct three questions, which 
Mr. Spencer does not always keep distinct, owing partly to his dis- 
position to reduce paradoxically the possibility of giving a definite 
answer to (2), viz. : (1) What would be right for an individual to 
do in an ideal society ? (2) What is right for an individual to do here 
and now ? (3) What is commonly thouglit to be right, either in the 
particular cominuuity of which I am a member, or any other ? 

Pp. 195-196 

The Author does not (as Mr. Spencer suggests) exclude either indifferent 
acts, or acts of which the moral character is not definitely cognisable. 
He holds [a) that what Mr. Spencer calls the least wrong action, is that 
which ought to be done, and therefore right ; (6) that indifferent acts 
are less frequent than Mr. Spencer implies, and that in doubtful cases 
conservative considerations would turn the scale in favour of ordinaiy 
morality more often than Mr. Spencer allows. Tlie main issue between 
him and Mr. Spencer is as to the value of Absolute Ethics. In Data 
of Ethics Mr. Spencer recognises that Relative Ethics is important, but 
he regards this as imperfect, as only relatively right, because it produces 
some pain. In chapters xv. and xvi. Mr. Spencer’s wdiole effort is 
directed to show that this Relative Ethics ought to be preceded by 
Absolute Ethics, and he parallels Ethics with Mechanics and Astronomy. 
It is against the more extreme view of Absolute Ethics given in Mr. 
Spencer’s Social Statics — the view that Absolute Ethics is the only 
kind of Ethics with which a philosophical moralist can possibly concern 
himself — that the first part of the argument in Methods of Ethics, 
Book I. chap. ii. § 2, is directed. Only the second part of that 
argument is directed against the view given in Data of Ethics, but Mr. 
Spencer has not noticed the following objections which are there brought 
against this more moderate view ; — (1) Granting that Mr. Spencer’s 
ideal society (in which the voluntary actions of all the members cause 
pleasure unalloyed by pain anywhere) is one which w^e can conceive as 
possible, it seems quite impossible to ascertain a priori the nature of 
the human beings composing such a society with sufficient definiteness 
and certainty to enable us to determine their code of conduct. Mr. 
Spencer does not profess here to offer more than a few scanty indica- 
tions of such a code, but among those that he gives (of which the most 
important is the formula of Absolute Justice as the fundamental prin- 
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ciple for regulating social co-operation) there seems to be nothing 
of consequence which is not also highly disputable . Pp. 197-205 

And Mr. Spencer's two analogies — Geometry and Physiology — seem well 
adapted to illustrate what is not to be found in his Ideal or Absolute 
Ethics: e,(j, in Geometry we have definite conceptions of ideal or 
abstract gcjornetrical forms, and there is close approximation between 
these an<l the boundaries of the actual spaces with which wo deal. So 
again of Physiology ; for we have important social factors with 
functions punitive and militant, which are actually organised with tho 
view of producing j)ain. Even if we could construct scientifically Mr. 
Spencer’s ideal morality, such a construction w’ould not help us much 
in solving the jiractical problems of actual humanity, since a society in 
which, e.g.^ there is no such thing as punishment, is so unlike our own 
that it would be idle for us to attempt any close imitation of its rules 
of behaviour. And which of the rules of the ideal code it would be 
desirable to conform to, and how far, could only be known by careful 
employment of the empirical method. 

Taking a sociological illustration from tho notion of Justice, on which Mr. 
Spencer in Dakt of Etliioi lays so much stress, it may be asked whether 
we can get by moans of Sociology a clearer, better established, more 
precise view of Justice? § 52 teaches that co-operation can only bo 
maintained by a just apportionment of benefit to achievement (or effort), 
and that this is to be brought about by fulHlment of voluntary agree- 
ments. — Hut experience shows that equal efforts do not always produce 
equal results ; is it just to apportion benefit to result or to effort ? And 
(as has been pointed out) just apportionment is not attained by fulfil- 
ment of contract. Shall we then (with tho Socialist) restrict freedom 
in order to obtain juster apportionment ? Or will such restriction do 
more harm tlian good (as the Individualist contends) ? Mr. Spencer’s 
Sociology ignores the difliculty which confronts us here, and he does 
not observe that the principle of payment for services gives a very 
different result from the principle of free contract. 

Again, we get no answer from Sociology in chapter viii, to the question 
whether we may hope in the future for a great extension or a great 
reduction of the sphere of Positive Beneficence. 

Mr. Spencer points out that his conception of an ideal Ethics really lies 
latent in the beliefs of tho moralists ; and no doubt the conception of 
an ideal man is always present in a latent form, but the whole point of 
tho delineation of tho ideal man (or sage) by the Stoics, who made 
most of tho conception, Wiis that an ideal man can live in an un-ideal 
society . . . . . . Pp. 205-213 


LECTURE VI 

THE INDUCTIONS OF PTTHICS (PART 11. OF THE PRINCIPLES OF ETHICS) 

'Fite Data of Ethics (Part I. of Principles of Ethics) gives a general survey of 
the subject, and shows the reader what kind of premises are available 
for answering tho practical question. What am I to do ? It gives the 
relation of Ethics to other sciences, especially Biology and Sociology, 
determines tho ultimate end of human conduct, and defines the meth^ 
to be adopted in a scientific investigation of the right rules of human 
action. This investigation, it is explained, includes two great divisions, 
personal and social, the first comprehending actions which are primarily 
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judged as affecting the agent himself, the chief rules of which are 
worked out in Part III. on Ethics of the I'ndivid'iuil Life, The second 
division {The Ethics of Social Life) comprehends actions judged as good 
or bad mainly by their results to others. These actions fall into two 
groups; (1) those which achieve ends in ways that do or do not unduly 
interfere with the pursuit of ends by others, and are considered in Part 
IV. (Jxvsticef and (2) those which influence the states of others with- 
out directly interfering with the relation between labour and results, 
and are considered in Parts V. and VI. (Negative Beneficence and Positive 
Beneficence), And under each of these heads we have the double 
problem presented by Absolute and Relative Ethics respectively. 
Further complication is introduced by the recognition of two ditlerent 
aspects of the ultimate end and criterion of right action (since Life 
and Happiness do not always coincide), and by the question which 
arises in case the agent has to choose between his own Life or Happiness 
and that of others. On the whole, we must take Mr. Spencer to hold 
tliat it is Happiness, and the General Happiness, which is the right 
end and standard, though the question. Why am I to seek the General 
Happiness? is not definitely answered by him . . Pp. 214-218 

Mr. Spencer’s establishment of the end is not definitely distinguished from 
that of ordinary Utilitarianism. As regards the ascertainment of means 
to the End, he explains that ordinary Empirical Utilitarianism does not 
sufficiently recognise causation, and he aims at determining deductively 
what actions tend to happiness or its opposite. — But if Absolute Ethics 
is distinguished from Relative Ethics, it becomes clear that as regards 
the latter Mr. Spencer does not really oiler us any other general system 
than Empirical Utilitarianism. So that his contention here seems to 
become again a question as to the value of Absolute Ethics. And what 
he aims at reaching inductively by help of Part II. is Absolute Ethics 
and an ideal society to which it })rimarily relates. The inductions are 
designed to show that this ideal society to which Absolute Ethics 
belongs is the ultimate result to which the evolution of human society 
and morality is tending, through a series of stages in which Relative 
Ethics is required ..... Pp. 218-220 

In Part II. Mr. Spencer seeks (1) to disprove the current intuitional morality, 
and (2) to show that the leading cause which retards the development 
of morality is the influence of War, and the habits and sentiments 
which War normally brings with it. He distinguishes between the 
terms ethical and pro-ethical^ and in a wider sense is disposed to call 
any idea and sentiment of obligation ethievil ; but in a narrower and 
more j)roper sense would restrict the term to ideas and sentiments 
which refer to the intrinsic results of conduct, and not to ideas and 
sentiments derived from external autliorities, and coercions and appro- 
bations — religious, political, or social — which he would prefer to call 
pro-ethical. The details of his induction in Part II. are (he says 
with some exaggeration) concerned almost exclusively with what is 
pro-ethical ...... Pp. 220-223 

In considering the relation between Law and Morality, we are led to note 
that Mr. Spencer overlooks the distinction drawn in ordinary conscious- 
ness between the ethico-political judgment on actual law as good or 
bad, and the ethical judgment on the duty of Order or Law-observance, 
Modern Common Sense certainly holds that it is generally the duty of 
a private person as such to obey a law judged to be bad, and this 
view is clearly sustained by utilitarian considerations. And when he 
says that it comes to be felt more and more that legal coercion is 
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warranted only in as far as law is an enforcer of justice, if he means 
that it is a mark of political progress when men judge the laws they 
obey, and aim at the removal by constitutional means of those which 
they judge to be unjust, we may agree with him. But if he means 
that the habit of disobeying laws judged to be unjust has been growing 
and may be expected to gi'ow, then his view of history seems superficial 
and his political outlook gloomy , . . Pp. 223-225 

Returning to Mr. Spencer’s negative thesis, we may pass briefly over this, 
partly because it is less original than the other, partly because he does 
not seem to have a clear idea of what ought to be proved in order to 
refute his intuitional oj^ponents. We may indeed agree with him that 
any apj)eal to Common Sense cannot be final. But he seems in his 
treatment here to bo attacking an indefensible form of the view to 
which he is opposed, and as his real attitude towards the Intuitional 
theory is less liostile than would appear from Part II. taken alone, 
further consideration may be deferred till we come to the fuller ex- 
position in Part IV. 

Ill Mr. Spencer’s view the sentiments and ideas current in any society become 
adjusted to the kinds of activity predominant in it, so that while a 
life of constant external enmity generates a code in which aggression, 
conquest, and revenge are inculcated, a life of settled internal unity 
generates a code inculcating justice, honesty, and veracity, and, more- 
over, a moral sense adapted to the moral re({uirements ; so that nothing 
is needed but a continuance of absolute })eace externally, and a rigor- 
ous insistence on non -aggression internally to ensure the moulding of 
men into a form naturally characterised by all the virtues. But he 
gives no reason for his optimistic conclusion here, that the hiatus which 
has hitherto existed between the current moral code of a society and 
the ordinary moral conduct of its members will cease when war ceases. 
And even if it were proved by his selection of facts, that morality 
between man and man is affected by war between society and society, those 
facts have no tendency whatever to })rove that such morality is thereby 
adapted or adjusted to the needs of a society in this condition of 
external enmity. Indeed Mr. Spencer’s historic instances strikingly 
show that a society becomes worse fitted for the struggle for existence 
with other societies by the prevalence of homicide, robbery, and 
thieving within it. Increase in the cohesion of a tribe or nation, 
obtained by putting down internal strife, tends to make it stronger for 
external warfare, and external war tends to develop the superior 
cohesion which strengthens a society for such war. And reference to 
historical instances goes to show that private aggression and robbery 
connected with militancy are largely due to the disorder and partial 
inhibition of ordinary governmental functions produced by war, and 
that the moral ideal, in respect of justice, honesty, veracity, etc., as 
between man and man, is not materially higher in countries where 
militancy has least predominance. It may be said in Mr. Spencer’s 
behalf, that we have not anywhere seen freedom from war tried com- 
pletely and for a long enough time, but the point is that the thesis is 
not supported even by the method of Concomitant Variations. 

Further, impartial reflection on the morality of our own age and country 
seems to show that though English morality as regards external 
aggression may be open to criticism, yet we may recognise here, and 
also in the case of other modern nations, that it is not fighting simply, 
\mi fighting for rights that is approved and admired . Pp. 226-235 

Mr. Spencer in his general view of the conflict of the Ethics of Enmity and 
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the Ethics of Amity overlooks the distinction between (1) the conception 
of War as right and good, and the qualities leading to success in war 
as the highest virtues, when duty to the State is paramount and duty 
to humanity not recognised, and (2) the conception of War as right in 
our actual society. The latter difhcult ethico-political question he does 
not help us to solve, and indeed in the main his point of view is 
sociological rather than ethical. But if he takes the position that it is 
not his primary business to work out the rough empirical compromise 
between the Ethics of Enmity and the Ethics of Amity, which is all that 
we can hope to attain at the present stage of our development, ho ought 
to have maintained a greater impartiality of tone. And his Sociology is 
one-sided as well as his Ethics, for he almost entirely ignores the 
whole attempt of the moral consciousness of civilised man to moralise 
war and its effects. 

To sum up very briefly Mr. Spencer’s contentions in Part II. : he is mainly 
concerned witli proving (1) that men have not in common any innate or 
intuitive sense of right and wrong ; (2) that the influence of War, and 
the habits and sentiments which War normally brings with it, have 
continually confused and perverted the ethical ideal of mankind 
through the strange mingling of the Ethics of Enmity with the Ethics 
of Amity. A life of peaceful industrial co-operation relieved from 
militancy would render general and ])redominant the reign of Justice, 
Honesty, Veracity, and Good Faith, and the ideal code would become 
approximately applicable and accepted . . . Pp. 235-239 


LECTURE VII 

THE ETHICS OF INDIVIDUAL LIFE (PAUT III. OF THE PUINCIPLES OF 

ethics) 

In Part III. Mr. Spencer passes to consider Morality as it ought to be. Ho 
thinks that in order to free ourselves from the misleading influences of 
the code we have been brought up under, we must ignore established 
doctrines and even accepted meanings of fundamental words, and go 
direct to facts. He would, e.g., eliminate from Duty and Obligatio^i the 
notion of subjection to authority ; but he is not consistent about 
authority, because his own recognition of the authority of Reason is 
fitful and incomplete, and he does not sec that the authority implied 
in Common Sense Morality is that of Reason. 

He begins by an attack on moralists and Common Sense for ignoring in 
ethical judgments acts conducive to the life, health, vigour, and 
pleasure of the agent, and gives reasons for regarding this one-sided 
conduct as mischievous. — It may be said in reply that no doubt 
Common Sense and leading moralists do not inculcate the promotion of 
the agent’s health and vigour in proportion to its utilitarian importance, 
and do not encourage the pursuit of pleasure for self. And Mr. 
Spencer’s arguments have force, but his attack is exaggerated, and he 
does not deal with the practical argument for the one-sidedness of 
moralists, namely, that it is important to lay stress on the duties that 
men are most inclined to neglect, and that the pursuit of private 
pleasure is not, on the average, among these. He forgets in his polemic 
that current morality with all its limitations is a fundamentally im- 
portant part 0^ the complex adjustment of a human society to its 
environment, and that the moralist ought to study this adjustment, 
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not assuming that it cannot be improved (for the moralist and his 
criticism are also a part of the adjustment), but in order that his 
criticism may be thoroughly instructed and circumspect , Pp. 240-244 

Passing to the detail of Mr. Spencer’s discussion, we find that the practical 
precepts and counsels which he gives under the heads of activity, rest, 
nutrition, stimulation, culture, and amusement, are not only dis- 
appbintingly familiar, but are also counsels in trying to apply which 
we have had to refer to our own personal exj)erience and the experience 
of others. Indeed, Mr. Spencer does not suggest any other course, as 
far as Relative Ethics is concerned. — What then is the value here of 
the deductive method insisted on ? The only definite deduction that 
we find is (§ 215) to the effect that from the point of view of Absolute 
Ethics, stimulants of every kind — or at any rate the daily use of them — 
must be reprobated. But in this deduction, the question seems to be 
begged in the premises. Of course if the life of Utopian man is 
perfectly adjusted without stimulants, it will follow that stimulants are 
superfluous ; but wliat right have we to make this assumption ? And 
again, why is it that a considerable space in the individual’s life in the 
ideal state should be filled by amusements ? Why should they — any 
more than tea, alcohol, tobacco, and a sense of moral obligation —have 
a ])lacc in that jierfect adjustment by which every activity of a human 
being is attended by pleasure unalloyed with pain ? . . Pp. 244-248 

We may note that in Mr. Spencer’s chapters on Amusements there are 
novelties deserving of attention. But in respect of the methodical 
and scientific treatment of the questions discussed, he still fails to 
satisfy us. The important <iuestion here is the question of method. 
Mr. Spencer is indeed consistent in using ernjurical reasoning when 
giving practical advice in detail in this Part III. But lie seems to use 
the method rather hastily and rashly. 

Finally, it may be observed with reference to the relation betw'een The 
Ethics of Individxud Life (Part III.) and The Ethics of Social Life 
(Parts IV. V. VI.), tliat though the life is individual, the ethics are 
inevitably only partially so. No one who accepts General Happiness as 
the end should treat duty to others as of secondary importance. 

Pp. 248-252 

LECTUKE VIII 

THE ETHICS OF SOCIAL LIFE JUSTICE (PART IV. OP THE PRINCIPLES 

OF ethics) chapters I. TO VHI. 

The assumption which Mr. Spencer too easily made in Part I. — that actions 
conducive to Maximum Life would also be conducive to Maximum 
Happiness — is maintained in Part IV. ; and this duality in the con- 
ception of the End, and the liberty he reserves to himself of passing 
from Life to Happiness and back to Life, are sources of serious 
confusion. 

In chapter i. on Animal Ethics acts are said to be good which are conducive 
to maximum life, and we get the following principles : (1) Within the 
family group — during early life — most must be given where least is 
deserved ; (2) after maturity is reached benefit must vary directly 
as worth — worth being measured by fitness for the conditions of exist- 
ence. (2) is limited by (1) and also by the consideration (3) that 
if the constitution of the species, and also its conditions of existence, 
are such that sacrifices of some of its individuals so subserve the welfare 
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of the species as that the numbers are better maintained than they 
would otherwise be, then there results a justification for such sacrifice. 
— Here we note two difficulties : — (a) Why the limitation to maintenance 
of numbers ? (h) Does justification mean shown to he in harmony with 

justice ? — However, Mr. Spencer does not consider (3) to be so essential 
as (1) and (2), and holds that in considering (2) — the principle of 
Justice — wo are concerned only with the social (not the family) sphere. 
This limitation of the range of Justice seems mistaken, and is not 
maintained throughout Part IV. . . . Pp. 253-256 

Of the law of the species as composed of adults only, Mr. Spencer says that 
though, in a sense, this law holds without qualification in sub-human 
life, yet in ariotlier sense this sub-human justice is extremely imperfect 
both in general and in detail, since there are species the sustentation of 
which depends on the destruction of other species, this implying that 
the species preyed upon have the relations between conduct and con- 
sequences habitually broken. — Surely, however, the existence of a 
predatory species is part of the conditions of existence of the species 
which is its prey, and if the latter is devoured, its unfitness to the 
conditions of its existence seems to be demonstrated. If it be answered 
that enemies are causes of death which so operate that superior as well 
as inferior are sacrificed, it must bo pointed out that the term superior 
as here used is exposed to a threefold ambiguity. Adaptation of 
species in accordance with biological laws must be adaptation to an 
actual environment, and if worth is measured by fitness to conditions 
of existence, that which manages to live is more worthy than that which 
dies — hence suh-hicman justice cannot be said ever to be imperfect. 
This principle of sub-human justice — that which is qualified to live 
under its conditions of existence deserves to live — is very unlike any- 
thing that has ever been current as a principle of justice in human 
relations. Taking into account the further qualification of the in- 
dividualistic law of sub-human justice by the conditions of gregarious- 
ness, Mr. Spencer considers that conditions such that by the occasional 
sacrifices of some members of a species, the species as a whole 2 )rospers, 
are relative to the existence of living enemies outside the species. But 
this seems an arbitrary assumption. He goes on to lay down as 
absolute for gregarious animals the condition that each member of the 
group while carrying on self-sustentatioii and sustentation of oflsjuing 
shall not seriously impede the like juirsuits of others . Pp. 256-260 
Human Justice Mr. Spencer states to be a further development of sub-human 
justice — the law by which the human species is preserved being that, 
among adults, the individuals best adapted to the conditions of their 
existence shall prosper most, and individuals least adapted shall prosper 
least. Thus each individual ought to receive the benefits and the evils 
of his own nature and consequent conduct. Hero w'e may note (a) 
prosper ought to mean shall he preserved and shall produce offspring ; 
(b) it is too strong to say the law ; (c) we do not on reflection think it 
just that a man should suffer for what is not due to wilful wrong-doing. — 
Comparing §§ 257 and 269 it is not clear whether Mr. Spencer considers 
desert to depend on intention and moral effort or on achievement. 

All important modification — peculiar to the human species — of the in- 
dividualistic law of adult life is introduced, we are told, by the fact 
that this highest gregarious creature is distinguished by the character- 
istic of fighting his own kind ; and the sacrifices entailed by wars 
between groups of human beings have been far greater than the sacrifices 
made in defence of groups against inferior animals. But when the stage 
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of human evolution is reached at which ethical considerations come to 
be entertained, offensive war, in Mr. Spencer’s view, ceases to bo justi- 
fiable. And even defensive war must ultimately disappear ; so that the 
qualifications of the principle of justice introduced by war are seen to 
belong only to Relative Ethics .... Pp. 260-264 
On the above it may be observed that the effects of gregariousness as it appears 
in man seem to be not (piite adequately conceived, and the supposed 
effects of evolution to be somewhat arbitrarily assumed. Again, 
Sociology and Ethics seem too much mixed uj), and it is too hastily 
assumed that the necessity of subordinating the welfare of the individual 
to that of the species arises solely from war. For gi'anting ^that it 
would be advantageous that war should cease, it does not follow that it 
will cease. Granting that industrialism will put an end to militancy, 
it does not follow that industrial conflicts will cease. Granting, finally, 
that industrial conflicts will cease, it does not follow that Mr. Spencer’s 
individualistic principles of justice will then reign unchecked ; for the 
cessation of conflict may be brought about by such an implication of 
interests and development of sympathy as will render all men members 
one of another to an extent hitherto unknown . . Pp. 264-265 

Turning to Mr. Spencer’s account of the psychological development of the 
Sentiment and Idea of Justice, we find he begins with what he calls the 
egoistic sentiment of Justice, But this, wdiich seems to be irritation at 
interference with the pursuit of egoistic ends, is rather a condition of 
the sentiment than the sentiment itself. Mr. Spencer goes on to 
explain how the altruistic sentiment of justice comes into existence by 
the aid of a pro-altruistic sentiment compounded of dread of social 
dislike, dread of legal punishment, dread of divine vengeance, and fear 
of retaliation. Then, society being held together by this pro-altruistic 
sentiment, the development of sympathy through gregariousness thus 
maintained produces the genuine altruistic sentiment of justice. This 
account, though to a great extent true, does not seem to give quite a 
large enough or early enough place to the influence of sympathy. 

In Mr. Spencer’s view, granting the elements which he enumerates, there 
gradually emerges and becomes definite the idea of a limit to each kind 
of activity up to which there is freedom to act. This is the Idea of 
Justice, and it contains two elements : (1) Inequality, as regards merit 
and reward, since men differ in their powers, and hence unequal amounts 
of benefit arc implied ; (2) Equality, as regards the mutual limitations 
of men’s actions, since experience shows that these bounds are on the 
average the same for all. The appreciation of these two factors in 
human justice has long remained unbalanced, but Mr. Spencer by co- 
ordinating, as he says, the antagonistic wrong views reaches the following 
formula of Justice : — Each man is free to do that which he wills, pro- 
vided he infringe not the e(pial freedom of another man. — It may be 
noted that Mr. Spencer seems to overlook hero the distinction between 
Ideal and Conservative Justice, and also that in the development of the 
idea of justice he gives too little prominence to equality. And the 
inequality which is indeed an element in the Greek view of Justice is 
not the inequality that results from non-interference, but the inequality 
that belongs to distribution according to desert. In Aristotle’s con- 
ception of Justice, and in Greek Common Sense as interpreted by him, 
Equality is prominent ..... Pp, 265-269 
In an Appendix Mr. Spencer discusses the relation between his own view and 
Kant’s, and points out that while Kant prescribes Freedom absolutely, 
he himself only prescribes it as a means to general happiness. Thus 
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the difference between the older Utilitarians and Kant is one of principle, 
while the dilierence between them and Mr. Spencer is one of method. 
Mr. Spencer goes on to say that in Kant’s view of Freedom the negative 
element, or obligation to respect limits, is the dominant idea, whereas, 
in his own case, the positive element — the right to freedom of action — 
is primary. But Kant in the passage referred to is giving the formula 
of right legal coercion — pi'cvention of interference with the actions 
which constitute the life of each and conduce to the subsequent main- 
tenance of his life— and this Mr. Spencer accepts . . Fp. 269-272 

To prove the formula three lines of argument are adopted : (1) The 

evolutional argument from general biology — this argument has been 
already answered. (2) It is attem})ted to be shown that History 
exhibits a gradual growth of the conception of Justice into distinctness. 
— This does not seem to be proved by the evidence adduced. (3) Mr. 
Spencer seems disposed to affirm the Law of Equal Freedom to be self- 
evident a 'priori^ though relatively vague and rc(][uiring methodical 
criticism. — To this the Author has to say that it is not self-evident to 
him. And it does not appear how the appeal to Evolution could settle a 
controversy of this kind. Indeed, Mr. Spencer docs not contend this, and 
anticipates only scorn for his doctrine from the reigning school of politics 
and morals. And he complains equally of j)revalent Common Sense. 
If his doctrine is said to be accepted as ideal, it may be said that it is 
likewise accepted as ideally just that a man should not sulier for no fault 
of his own, and that it is not clear wliy experience of past human life 
should have produced a trustworthy intuition as to ideal relations. 

In Mr. Spencer’s application of the formula of justice there seems some 
danger of confusion between legal and moral rights, and between legal 
rights as actually established and those which ought to be established. 
And his assertion that instead of rights deriving their waiTant from 
law, it is law that derives its warrant from them, seems dangerously 
ambiguous. 

In examining in particular cases how far there is such correspondence as 
Mr. Spencer implies between legal enactments and his corollaries from 
the law of equal freedom, we shall need to keep carefully in view the 
distinctions between (1) the ideal rights of an ideal society, (2) legal 
rights as they ought to be here and now, (3) actual legal rights. 

Fp. 272-277 

LECTURE IX 

THE ETHICS OF SOCIAL LIFE JUSTICE CHAPTER IX. TO END OF 

PART IV 

Mr. Spencer and the Author agree in holding that the greatest happiness 
of the aggregate of persons affected by actions is the ultimate end, and 
that in the main the service that any one sane adult should be legally 
compelled to render to others should be merely the negative service of 
non-interference — except as regards fultilment of contract. The differ- 
ence arises when Mr. Spencer declares that his formula for Justice may 
be treated as an absolute ethical principle, that the rights which ought 
to be legally established in an actual state may be ascertained by 
deductions from this principle, and that law derives its warrant from 
them. Mr. Spencer’s principle of Justice is, we know, the Law of 
Equal Freedom. — Now Freedom is opposed not merely to physical 
restraint, but also to the moral restraint caused by fear of pain due to 
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the voluntary action of other human beings. Are these others any 
human beings or only Government? In Hobbes’ view, Government 
only — anarchy being a state of freedom. But this is paradoxical. 
Freedom, however, cannot be taken to exclude, e.y., pain which there 
is mutual agreement to allow — and in the most extended sense it can 
only forbid acts which cause a balance of pain on the whole. It cannot 
bo argued to be unqualified in Absolute Ethics except on the assumption 
that no action causing pain or derangement can be conducive to the 
greatest happiness. 

Granting that all pain and anno^jance should he excluded as far as possible, 
it is a delicate matter to apply the rule in the case of mental annoyance. 
Ihc right to Free Motion and Locomotion is no doubt a simple corollary 
Ironi the principle. Slavery, liowever, is rather a protected right of 
general purposive interference with the free action of the individual 
than mere intorfercnce with free motion and locomotion, and ought to 
come under a more general lica<l. And even in the case of serfage, 
attachment to the soil is not to be regarded as mere interference with 
locomotion . . . , . Pp, 278-282 

As to man s relation to his material environment, what does Ecjual Freedom 
mean as regards determining this ? In the case of land, the idea of 
mere ccpuil freedom is clearly inapplicable, and in the attempt to 
changes in our hands into the i<lea of governmental regula- 
tion with a view to the common interests of the aggregate of human 
beings concerned. And we must distinguish between the questions 
(1) Under what limitations should land be. allowed to pass into private 
ownership ? (2) Wliy, and liow far, albn* this transition has taken place, 
should Government still exercise a special control ? In the governmental 
regulation which we see to be recpiired, the principle of Individualism 
comes in not as ultimate but as subordinate. And in chapter xi. Mr. 
Spencer’s notion of Justice does go through the transformation above 
indicated. Indeed, the difliculty of satisfactorily deducing the in- 
dividual’s right of property in land from the Liuv of Equal Freedom 
scfuns insuperable. — Mr. Spencer thinks that there are three ways in 
which at throe ditferent stages of civilisation men’s several rights of 
landed property may be justly (‘stablished : (1) Tacit consent among 
occu})icrs nt a tract to appropriation of wild ju’oduets ; (2) tacit assent 
to ownership of food grown by any one on an a])propriatcd j)ortion of 
land ; (J) there //u'ght be a contract by which cultivators should give a 
share of the produce to non-cultivators . . . Pp. 282-286 

Mr. Spencer sui>ports his defence of Right of Ihoperty by an Appendix on 
Land Nationalisation, the chief argument in which is not very relevant to 
the ocpial claims of existing human beings, and whicli ignores unearned 
increment due to increase of population. It is an inference from his 
fundamental principle that the existing rental so far as not the result of 
labour should be regarded as due to the poor. But he argues against 
this in §§ 271, 282. 

Mr. Spencer’s defence of Individualism as against modern Socialism is weak, and 
the right of property assumed throughout the political discussion cannot, 
it would seem, be justilied, nor dillicult points settled by the conception of 
Justice as Fkpial Freedom. In addition to this, which is a form of Ideal 
Justice, Mr. Spencer has to use, in tho matter of Compensation, a notion 
of Conservative .lustice without deducing it from a principle. And even 
against Communism Mr. Spencer’s argument does not seem completely 
valid when we arc considering Absolute Ethics — it is not clear how he is 
jiLstified in assuming men to be, on the one hand, warlcss ; on the other 
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hand, as selfish as now. — The case of Incorporeal Property brings ont 
further the difficulty of explaining and justifying, on Mr. Spencer’s view, 
the differences in the treatment of different kinds of property — a 
difficulty which is easily overcome on the Utilitarian view. The 
distinction between the case of Patents and other incorporeal property is 
rightly drawn. As regards Gift and Bequest, even if we grant to Mr. 
Spencer that such right of property as is justifiable by the Law of Equal 
Freedom involves right of gift, it does not therefore involve right of 
bequest. And further difficulties arise, which show that hero again 
the law of equal freedom is inadequate for the recjuirod deduction. 

The right of Exchange is a corollary from tlie right of Gift, and is deduciblc 
from the law of equal freedom ; but this is not so with the contract to 
render future services, in discussing which Mr. Spencer seems not to 
clearly distinguish between mfiking and ciiforcing a contract. He seems 
not to notice the general limitation of the enforcement of contract in 
actual law, but discusses as exceptional the case of a man contracting 
himselt into slavery, and holds that such a contract traverses the 
ultimate biological [)rinci})lc of justice from which Social morality grows, 
that the judgment of the contracting jjartics ought to be overruled 
here though not (!lsewher<*, and that the Exchange in this case is so 
monstrously une([ual that its terms may be called incoinmensurabh*. 
But all these contentions are highly disjmtablc. 

It may be observed, by way of criticism, that modern ])rotectionisiii can 
hardly he due to militancy, and that there are dilliculties similar to 
those already pointcjd ont, in the deduction from the formula of .liistice, 
of the rights of Free Belief and Worship, of Fi ee S]>eech and Printing. 

Pp. ‘286-205 

In cliapters xx. and xxi., relating to the riglits of women and children, 
Mr. Bpencer s[)caks as though those who would restrict the freedom of 
women, wish to do this on a principle oi rights ^^Toportionatc to faculties. 
Blit we may observe tliat it is intended to provide artificial 'protection 
as well as artificial HinihUioii, though there is ])eiha])s a practical justifi- 
cation for Mr. Spencer’s view. 

In considering the case of married women, Mr. Spencer passes too lightly over 
the question, Why, and how far, ought freedom of contract to he 
limited ? From the individualistic point of view we imist note that 
restraints on free (;on tract in marriage can only he justified in the 
interests of children. 

Ill considering the mutual rights and duties of children and parents, it 
becomes evident that we need to use a formula dilferent from Mr. 
Spencer’s formula of justice. To settle the claim of children we have to 
go to Utilitarianism ; to settle that of parents, perhaps to some law of 
tair exchange. And ought the Parent or the State to determine what 
aids and opportunities are due to children ? 

Turning again to the relations of husbands and wives, we are told that 
Justice appears to dictate a certain kind of comjn’omisc in the division of 
responsibility and power. But the ])riiiciple of Justice here can 
certainly not be the Law of Equal Freedom, and this is the more surpris- 
ing because the relative powers and duties of the married miglit be settled 
by free contract. 

As regards political rights of men and women, though it is a sound i)rinciplc 
that political rights should bo connected with political burdens, it can 
hardly be concluded that political rights should ho confined to those 
who are prepared personally to fight. But at any rate the principle has 
nothing to do with the Law of Equal Freedom, and it certainly does not 



ANALYTICAL SUMMAKY OF CONTENTS xxxv 


adequately support the exclusion of women from the franchise. It 
would seem more reasonable to conclude that some special burden ought 
to be laid on women to balance the burden of com])iil8ory service laid 
on men ....... Pp. 295-300 

We are told in chapter xxii. that so-called Political Rights, and the structure 
of Government generally, are only means to the preservation of Rights 
properly so-called ; and though a constitution of the State justified by 
Absolute Ethics is referred to, what it is, is only indicated very vaguely, 
and in considering constitutional rights and claims the absolute method 
is almost abandoned. Throughout the latter portion of Part IV. both 
the need and the absence of some principle of Distributive Justice, other 
than any }>rincipl(i of Justice expressly recognised by Mr. Spencer, are 
very marked ...... Pp. 300-302 


LECTURE X 

NEGATIVE liENEPICENCE AND POSITIVE BENEFICENCE (PARTS V. AND 
VI. OF THE PRINCIPLES OF ETHICS) 

Before passing to Part V. tlie Author sums up his objections to Spencerian 
Justice under three heads : — (a) Tlie Biological basis underrates the 
effects of ‘ gregariousness ’ in the highly developed form in which it is 
manifested in human society ; (/>) the definition of .lusticc is formally 
had ; (c) even the fundamental institutions of the existing social order 
arc not stiictly defensible as deductions froni the Law of E(iual Freedom. 

Pp. 303-304 

In chaj). i. of Part V. (^Negativr Bcnefurncc) Mr. S]>enccr admits that for 
the highest form of life beneficence must be joined to justice; but justice, 
ho argues, is of [uiblic concern, wlulc benelicenci* is of private concern. 
But his argument certainly docs not apj)ly to Negative Beneficence, and 
it is diflieult to trace the distinction clearly in the details which he 
brings forward. 

The point is of fiiiidaniental importance, as clearness and consistency of 
method are what the academic student of Ethics and Politics is specially 
concerned to aim at. Now Mr. Spencer's views as to the legitimacy ot 
restraints on Free Com})etition do not seem consistent; lor while lie holds 
that an artizan cannot go too far in appropriating, by oomjietition, every 
advantage which superiority gives liim over his lellow-artizan, and that 
trades-unions are unprincipled because interfering with such competi- 
tion, he would approve of employers’ unions and of restraints on the 
competition between emjiloyers, and he disapproves ot underselling. 
He does not, however, disapprove of boycotting. He does not apjiear 
to see the fundamental ini]H)rtance of the question as to the legitimacy 
of monopoly due to free coiiibinatioii. 

And in tlie chapter on Restraints on Free Contract Mr. bpencer seems to go 
hack on his account of the relation between Natural Justieo and Legal 
.fustice, and we liavc to ask : If Justice is, in some cases, not to be 
enforced by law, how are wo to distinguish the cases in which it ought 
to be so enforced ? And when he goes on to say that a contract is not 
really free when one of the parties is in extreme need, or when the con- 
tract turns out to be highly disadvantageous to one side, this would 
seem seriously to weaken the individualistic position taken up in 
Part IV., and to affect the validity of the deduction from the Law of 
Equal Freedom of the Rights of Property, Free Exchange, and Free 
Contract ^04-309 
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With regard to Parts V. and VI. Mr. Spencer explains that the Doctrine of 
Evolution has not furnished as much guidance as he had expected, and 
in chapters iv. to vii. of Negative Beneficence and in Positive Beneficence 
he falls back, for the most part, on somewhat familiar and trivial appli- 
cations of empirical Utilitarianism. His suggestion that Poor-Relief, 
whether State-paid or organised by charitable associations, should be 
replaced by the old method of private relief, is more original but 
highly unpractical, and he does not sufliciently recognise the difficulty 
and complication introduced by taking the double point of view — 
that of the Society and that of the Individual — in referring here to the 
evolutional formula and the survival of the fittest . Pp. 309-312 


LECTURES ON MARTINEAU’S ETHICS 

LECTURE I 

INTRODUCTION 

Martineau’s Types of Ethical Theory includes a critical account of the doctrines 
of certain other writers on Ethics, along with an exposition and defence 
of his own. He does not, however, give his own system either at the 
beginning or at the end, but lias jdaced first a critical exposition of 
certain leading thinkers —chiefly Plato, Spinoza, Comte — who belong to 
European but not to English thought. Then comes his own system ; 
and lastly, a discussion of the leading English modes of ethical thought, 
under three heads ..... Pp. 3 15-310 

The explanation of this arrangement is, that Martineau regards Ethics as 
properly jisychological, and holds that .some methods or systems ai’c 
erroneous because they do not (as he does in his Idiopsychological system) 
accept the story that the moral consciousness tells of itself, but are eitlic'r 
on the one hand Unpsychological or on the other UeteropsychologicaL 
And the Uni)sychological systems he regards as either (1) Metaphysical 
or (2) Physical^ both excluding any proper notion of responsibility. 
Again (1) may be either Transcendental (r.g. Plato’s) or Immamntal 
(as e.g. Spinoza’s). Of (2) Martineau takes Comte as a type, and he 
holds that the Metaphysical type (1 ) survives in the school of Hegel. 

Martineau has probably been led to treat first in his book the systems which 
he classes as unpsychological, by his view that the development of ])sycho- 
logical ethics is altogether peculiar to Christendom. Rut this view is 
disputable, though no doubt the prominence of the notion of the Ego 
and of the question of Free Will is characteristic of modern thought. 
Comte may, indeed, fairly be called Unpsychological, but the general 
description which Martineau gives of the systems which he calls Physical 
is quite compatible with acceptance of the introspective method — as in 
the case of Spencer. And this fact — awkward for his classification — 
Martineau sees in the Introduction to his second volume, though he does 
not recognise it in the Introduction to the first volume. It may, 
however, be admitted that clear recognition of Introspective Psychology 
as a distinct study, and the attempt to base ethics on it as so recognised, 
does belong to modern thought, and so far may justify his putting the 
Unpsychological systems first. 

Martineau justifies the priority of the Idiopsychological over Heteropsycho- 
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logical systems in his arrangement, by the consideration that it is best 
first to define the inner facts of conscience itself with the best precision 
we can attain, and then to compare with the Idiopsychological Ethics so 
obtained the several attempts to find the phenomena under other cate- 
gories by advocates of any scheme of Heteropsychological Ethics. We 
may agree with his doctrine that we must have a clear and full view of 
the existing moral consciousness before we can estimate any Psycho- 
logical theory that professes to explain it, and also with what ho says of 
the psychogony of evolutionists ; but it must be noticed that the un- 
warranted assumption that the story which the Tnoral consciousness tells of 
itself is one and the same in all cases^ underlies his whole procedure. 

Pp. 316-322 

As regards the first postulate which Martineau lays down, this assumption 
does not hold ; for while the Author agrees with him that the broad fact 
of the moral consciousness is that we have an irresistible tendency to 
pass judgments of right and wrong, and that when I pass such judgments 
on my own conduct I speak of my Duty, he holds (against Martineau) 
that it is oven inconceivable that the authoritativeness or bindingness 
of moral rules should depend essentially on the fact that they emanate 
from another Person. The authoritativeness or obligatoriness of the 
rule of right is not, he holds, necessarily connected with the view that 
Truth implies a Thinker who thinks what is true. This may be further 
cleared up by reference to the analogy which Martineau draws between 
mathematical and moral truth. The Author, however, wishes here to 
point out that in his view the Authority of Conscience is just the 
Authority of Reason in its application to practice. — Martineau lays down 
that we ought to accept as veracious the immediate de])osition 3 of our 
own Faculties (by which, he explains, he does not mean separate agc'iits), 
Tlie Autlior would accept intuitions as veracious so far as they can be 
freed from inconsistency and conflict, and also propositions logically 
implied in such intuitions — but not as (piite equally certain, since the 
process of educing the implication is one liable to error. — As regards the 
postulates of different faculties, the Author agrees with Martineau that 
so far as the si)here3 of the faculties are really distinct, the postulates of 
one need not harmonise with those of another ; but so far as two lines of 
thouglit lead to conclusions that contradict each other, the division of 
spheres seem only acceptable as a provisional practical solution. 

Pp. 322-328 

LECTURE II 

FUNDAMENTAL ETHICAL FACT 

The Fundamental Ethical Fact, ^lartineau says, is that distinctively as men 
we have an irresistible tendency to pass judgments of right and wrong, 
of merit and demerit. And the objects on which our moral judgment 
is directed are persons exclusively t and not thingSy and thus what wo 
judge is always the Inner Spring of an action as distinguished from its 
outward operation, and the principle of moral judgment is directly 
o]>})osed to the maxim that the only value of good affections is for the 
production of good actions .... Pp. 329-330 

The difference thus indicated between Utilitarianism and Martineau appears 
on examination to be at any rate less than appears at firat sight. This 
may be brought out by considering the’ two forms of moral judgment — 
the Jural, in which Ought, Right, or Duty are used ; and the .Esthetic, 
in which Goodness and Badness are predicated. The former when 
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used ethically are applicable only to volitions — Le. to actions viewed 
on their psychical side. Martineau uses the two pairs of terms, but he 
appears to regard the judgment of good and ill (or evil) as non-ethical. 
The true view, however, seems to be, that though there are many things 
called good and ill which it is not in our power to produce or hinder, 
yet in calling such things good and evil it is none the less implied that 
they are the kind of things which we ought, as rational and sentient 
beings, to desire and aim at, or try to avoid, for ourselves and others. 
Hence all judgment of good and ill is directly or indirectly ethical. 
And the difference between Common Sense and Utilitarianism, as regards 
the outward act, is that the fonner regards Prudence and Benevolence 
as merely two rules among others, while Utilitarianism liolds that the 
rule of promoting the greatest good is supreme, and interprets the 
highest good as happiness. It seems, therefore, not to be inconsistent 
with Utilitarianism to hold that specifically moral judgments and senti- 
ments are applicable to human volitions only, and at the same time that 
the ultimate criterion of right volitions is that they should tend to 
promote the general happiness. 

In the Author’s view that the intention which is objectively better is to be 
preferred, even if it is subjectively not so good, he is probably in 
disagreement with Martineau. But it must be noted that it is only 
very rarely that the question can arise in practice, and never in a man’s 
own case. And it is to be observed that from the Utilitarian point of 
view the effects of an intention subjectively right cannot be altogether 
bad . . . . . . . Pp. 330-333 

In reference to Martineau’s strictures on him, d propos of the distinction 
between Subjective and Objective, the Author remarks (1) that he is not 
conscious of having slurred over this distinction ; (2) that Martineau’s 
language overlooks the fact that our common moral sentiments towards 
a fanatic who commits crimes are very diiferent from those wo feel 
towards a paradoxer who squares the circle. And Common Sense fully 
recognises that bad acts may be done from the best motives. 

The reason why Martineau, while admitting that we judge volitiom, yet 
speaks of affections as the object of approbation, is that though he liolds 
that what we approve is always voluntary choice, ho holds also that 
it is always choice between motives. We probably all agree with 
Martineau, that moral approbation relates to the inner sjaing or 
principle of an action — to volition or choice of some kind. What is 
disputable is his view that the object of choice or intention is always 
motive — soiiio particular propension or passion that prompts to choice 
— and not the chosen and intended effects of action. 

Martineau is hampered hero by his ethico- psychological theory that if the 
question is definitely put to the moral consciousness of any number 
of different individuals, they will return definitely the same answer as 
his own ....... Pp. 334-338 


LECTUKE III 

THEORY OF PRUDENCE, MERIT AND DEMERIT, NATURE OP MORAL 

AUTHORITY 

The Author agrees with Martineau in accepting the distinction between 
Moral and Prudential, but docs not accept as important his antithesis 
between Springs and Effects, ncr agree with his extrusion of End from 
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moral judgment. Martineau has cut himself off from the view that it 
is the iiUeniion to produce certain results which we judge, by his assertion 
that it is the characteristic of impulse to send us blindly forward. 

Wo may agree with Martineau that moral judgment or volition is conceivable 
apart from pleasure and pain, but not with his paradoxical definition of 
Prudence as self-surrerider to the strongest impulse, with suppression of 
the ulterior considerations which it is the very essence of Prudence to take 
into account in the control of impulse. And even when he does, later, 
take ulterior consequences into account, he still maintains that the 
prudential scale arranges motives in order of strength. — But if prudence 
arranges motives in any scale, it must be in accordance with an estimate 
of the whole foreseen consequences to the agent’s happiness of the acts 
to which they prompt. 

In Martineau’s view that the corrective consecpiences of precipitate action 
are creations direct or indirect of our moral constitution, though this may 
be allowed as regards compunction of the agent and indignation of 
fellow-men, it surely cannot be so as regards the suffering in fortune 
and health due to rashness and inexperience . . Pp. 339-342 

Martineau seems not to speak quite clearly in answer to the question ; Do 
Interest and Duty always coincide ? In the Author’s view. Merit and 
Worth mean the quality of action and character that it is right to praise, 
and he holds that as regards the agent it is rather worth than merit that 
he should aim at in himself. What Martineau gives is rather a theory 
of Demerit than of Merit, and we may agree with him in holding that 
a bad act is judged to bo worse in proportion to the slightness of the 
inducement, but not in the reason which he gives for this. We may 
further agree that the terms merit, meritorious, apply to conduct rather 
than to character, and that we do not attribute merit to God. 

Pp. 342-345 

As regards Authority, the Author holds (1) that it attaches to the judgment 
of rightness ; (2) tliat the judgment, unless erroneous, is valid for all 
minds ; (3) that though it may be })a8sed in one particular case, it is 
valid for all similar cases ; but that this judgment implies another 
2 )crsoii only in tlie sense that it implies a universal reason which the 
judging individual shares so far as he judges truly. The Author thinks 
that the conception of one’s self as a part of a larger whole inevitably 
comes in wlien the individual takes the point of view of Universal 
Reason, and ho agrees with Martineau that the notion of authority in 
the rule, Seek the good of the larger whole, cannot be extracted from the 
conception of the relative bulk of the larger whole. He holds that the 
individual arrives at it by the conception of the similarity of the other 
parts of the whole to himself. Their similarity in other ways being 
apprehended, the conclusion is inevitable that each has an ultimate 
good similar to his own, and equally valuable from the point of view of 
universal reason ..... Pp. 345-347 

Martineau holds that what I ought to do •includes more than what others 
may reasonably censure me for not doing ; and ho considers that what 
Reason imposes is the obligation of conforming to the type of perfect 
humanity—this latter view is argued against in Methods of Ethics, 
Book III. chapter xiv. 

As regards the authority of Prudence, Martineau admits that wo commonly 
condemn imprudence even where no interests are visibly affected except 
the olfender’s own. The Author’s disagreement with Martineau here, 
consists merely in recognising the axiom that Hereafter is to be regarded 
as micch as Now, apart from any relation to others. 
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In chapter v. Martineau seems to mix up two distinctions ; (1) that between 
instinctive and purposive impulses ; (2) that between disinterested 
impulses and impulses which aim at pleasure. His distinction between 
Primary and Secondary impulses seems true and important. But the 
primary impulses are not normally blind in the mature human being, 
and they do not cease to be extra-regarding when* a clear foresight of 
their immediate end is added to them. And in any case it would seem 
that such impulses are not morally judged as blind . Pp. 347-350 


LECTUEE IV 

SPRINGS OF ACTION 

The Author — approaching the examination of Common Sense from a point 
of view fundamentally different from Martineau’s — holds that the 
verdict of Common Sense, even when clearly pronounced, is not final, 
and that if it is found to conflict with clear deductions from self-evident 
principles, it has to be dissented from. This view is, he holds, con- 
firmed by a study of the history of morality, which shows not only 
change, but also progress through wider experience, fuller knowledge, 
more extended and refined sympathies. 

He holds that the elimination from current and accepted morality of any 
elements of error, confusion, and uncertainty which may be found to 
lurk in it, is the fundamental problem of Ethics, which can only bo 
solved by the construction of an ethical system — and that for this two 
things are necessary : (1) to reach a clear conception of the Ultimate 
End or Good ; (2) to penetrate to fundamental universal intuitions 
determining the individual’s duty of promoting general good. — It does 
not appear, however, that this true moral system is to be found where 
Martineau looks for it, since it would seem (1) that the judgments of 
Common Sense on particular volitions have not the final decisiveness 
which he apparently credits them with ; and (2) that judgment on 
motives is secondary to judgment on intentions — though, no doubt, we 
have to take account of the distinction between (jood and had^ higher 
and lower motives ..... Pp. 351-354 

Martineau gives the details of his classification of the Springs of Action from 
the Psychological as well as from the Ethical point of view. The 
Author does not propose to criticise in detail the psychological classi- 
fication, but points out certain defects in it. 

He then goes on to indicate his general and fundamental disagreement with 
the plan on which the ethical scale is constructed, noting that, in his 
view, there is no such universal relation of liigher and lower as 
Martineau affirms between any pair of im 2 )ulses, but that it is rather 
the case that in all or most cases, a natural impulse has its proper 
sphere, within which it should be normally operative, and that in any 
given case the answer to the question which of two conflicting motives 
should prevail, must depend upon the particular conditions and circum- 
stances. Also it has to be remembered that as the character of a moral 
agent becomes better, the motives that we rank as higher tend to 
enlarge their normal sphere of operation. And the aim in moral regula- 
tion and culture, as far as relates to motives, is (1) to keep the lower 
motive within due limits as long as we cannot substitute for it the 
equally effective operation of a higher ; (2) to effect gradually the 
substitution of higher for lower up to a limit which falls short of com- 
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plete exclusion of the lower motive. Thus we may agree with Butler 
that though it is to be wished that men would act from a higher motive 
than passionate resentment, yet, as things are, this motive is often a 
salutary balance to the weakness of pity. Similar considerations apply 
to the Love of Ease ami Sensual Pleasure which comes lowest in 
Martineau's scale. 

In cases where the conflict begins as a duel between two or more such motives, 
it is probable that higher motives would come in, and that it would be 
the intervention of these that would decide the struggle so far as it was 
decided rightly. And .su])posing the conflict serious and the decision 
deliberate, the case ought, in the Author’s view, to be carried up for 
decision into the court of the motive which he regards as supreme, i.e. 
the desire to promote universal good understood as the happiness of 
sentient beings generally. So he holds that such a scale as Martineau 
has drawn up of motives arranged according to tlieir moral rank, can 
never have more than a very subordinate ethical importance — the final 
appeal should be to the effects of action on happiness ' . Pp. 354-361 

In answer to the above, Martineau sets forth that he does not admit a special 
class of motives, distinguished from the rest as virtuous motives ; that 
lie admits no absolute and constant hi<jhest motive, the question of 
higher and lower being relative ; and that he docs not admit Reason to 
be a spring of action at all. He thus furnishes a .striking illustration of 
the dilferenccs in the moral c*x])erienccs of <lilferent minds. 

Martineau’s denial of any constant and absolute highest motive is surprising, 
especially when we consider what he says, in s})oaking of altruistic 
affections — that sometimes the election between several possible actions 
mu.st be made by reference to the balance of pleasurable and painful 
effects. And it is even more surjwisiiig when we examine the 
])articulars of chapter vi. and note the inij^ortant place which he there 
assigns to the Canon of Conseipicnces and to ‘virtuous’ motives, — 
e.g. in the case of Love of (lain, Fear, Hesemtment, the Primary Affec- 
tions, (lenerosity (with which Gratitude is somewhat oddly connected), 
Justice and Veracity, and the conflict between Friendship and Pity. 

The question of the estimation of Mixed Inenitircs presents a special 
difficulty, which Martineau does not satisfactorily get over, and in his 
discussion of .lustice (inaccurately defined as frei/fmcof of persons accord- 
ing to their deserts) and Veracity, Love of Justice and Love of Truth 
stand out clearly as distinct though derivative im])ulses. 

In discussing the (\uestion how far a life must b(‘ chosen among the springs 
of action which he enumerates, Martineau .seems to hold that higher 
motives should be substituted for lower as far as ])ossible, thus himself 
making the highest motive .supreme, and the judgment between any 
particular lower motives merely subsiiliary. 

And, finally, he admits that computation of pleasurable and painful con- 
.socpienccs is already involved in the preference of any given spring of 
action ....... Pp. 361-371 




ON T. H. GREEN’S 


PROLEGOMENA TO ETHICS 




LECTUEE I 

green’s metaphysical basis 

I MAY conveniently commence the discussion of 
Green’s view by contrasting it with that of Mr. 
Herbert Spencer, which I propose to consider side by 
side with it. Spencer and Green represent two lines 
of thought divergent from my own in opposite direc- 
tions, but agreeing in that they do not treat Ethics 
as a subject that can stand alone. Spencer base s it 

on Science^. Green 

In discussing Spencer we shall be dealing with 
an attempt to ‘ establish Ethics on a scientific basis.’ 
Now this, I hold, cannot be done to the extent and 
in the manner in which Mr. Spencer tries to do it. 

‘ Science ’ relates to what is, has been and will be. 
Ethics to what ought to be : therefore the funda- 
mental principles of the latter must be independent 
of the former, however important and even indis- 
pensable Science — especially Biology and Sociology — 
may be in the working out of the system of rules 
A nd - Sfiiencej — in particular Psychology and Sociology 
may trace tlip nrigijj pf mnral ideas, 

bl it it ca spot itself supp lx.a criterion- of the vabAity 
of morM principles, or authority of moral sen timept^ i, 

B 
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ON GEEEN'S ETHICS 


LECT. 


In fact, we see in chap. iv. of Mr. Spencer’s Data of 
Ethics, that his real ethical end, — Happiness, — is not 
determined by any appeal to positive science, but 
dialectically by consideration of the common moral 
judgments of mankind ; and the question, funda- 
mentally important for the individual : Whose 
happiness, if mine and others’ lead to divergent 
courses ? receives no satisfactory discussion from him 
at all. 

In Green , on the other hand, we have an attempt 
to ^ta^ ish Ethics on a ..]^^i,s. which- ia Avowedly- 
scientific but Transcendental. His whole argument 
depends on an ‘antithesis between the natural and 
the moral ’ ; o_n_,the ._dcBXQ&stration that there is a 
‘ subject- matter . of inquiry which does not consist 
of matters of fact, ascertainable by experiment and 
observation,’ in which subject-matter a place is 
assigned to morals. I agree in this — except that 
I should not say ‘ antithesis ’ — but I agree as to 
knowledge of what ought to be being irreducible to 
knowledge of what is, has been and will be, and I 
agree in regarding it as fundamentally important to 
establish the right relation between the two. But 
I cannot agree in Green’s view of that relation. 

His central doctrine is that there is an ‘origin- 
ative function of the reason,’ a ‘ determining agent in 
the inner life of man,’ of which no ‘ natural history 
can be given.’ Here my view would be that ‘a 
natural history ’ of the development of the Practical 
Eeason, so far as it is exhibited in the morality of 
different ages and countries, is just what can be 
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given ; what physical science cannot now give — 
and what there is no reason for supposing that it 
ever will give — is a complete explanation of this 
development. 

But Green is not concerned with the Practical 
Reason alone. His Ethical view is based upon a 
metaphysical view. Or — to use the Kantian terms, 
as Green is a Kantian — his Metaphysic of Ethics is 
connected with his Metaphysics proper. The question 
which in Book I. he is trying to answer is, ‘ Whether 
the experience of connected matters of fact, which in 
its methodical expression we call science, does not 
presuppose a principle which is not itself any one or 
number of such matters of fact, or their result 
{Prolegomena to Ethics, § 8, p. 11). In short, in 
order to exclude a naturalistic explanation of the 
Practical or Moral Reason, he begins by trying to 
show that the c ognitive, faculty or intellect in its 
scientific exercise is not a part of the Nature that it 
knows. 

Now I quite agree that no attempt to give a 
physical explanation of CQgnjtiQji,. or even to analyse 
it completely into more elementary psychical facts, 
has succeeded : or in my opinion is likely to succeed. 
I am not, however, able to follow Green in the 
connexion which he tries to establish between Ethics 
and Metaphysics. I shall presently try to show that 
— even granting the soundness of Green's Meta- 
physical reasoning — it cannot really give to his 
Ethical view the support that he hopes to obtain 
from it. 
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But the intimate connexion of Green’s Ethics 
with his Metaphysics — in his own view — renders it 
necessary to deal briefly with the latter, which is 
given in Book I. of the Prolegomena to Ethics. 
In the Introduction, in which his point of de- 
parture is indicated, there is also a criticism of 
‘ Naturalistic ’ Ethics, on which it may be worth 
while to dwell for a moment as giving an opportunity 
of showing clearly the relation between Spencer and 
Green. For Naturalistic Ethics, as viewed by Green, 
is something like Spencerian Ethics — a species of the 
same genus ; though Green’s account of its ‘ explana- 
tion ’ of morality is less elaborate and ingenious than 
Spencer’s own. 

If a man ‘ has persuaded himself that the human 
consciousness, as it is, can be physically accounted 
for,’ he will not, says Green, ‘ find any further 
difficulty in thus explaining that language of moral 
injunction which forms so large an element in its ex- 
pression. He will probably trace this language to the 
joint action of two factors — to the habit of submission 
to the commands of a physical or political superior, 
surviving the commands themselves and the memory 
of them, combined with that constant though in- 
effectual wish for a condition of life other than his 
own, which is natural to a being who looks before 
and after over perpetual alternations of pleasure and 
pain’ {§ 7, p. 10).^ 

This explanation has two parts — one of which we 

^ Unless otherwise stated, references in the text are to Green's Prolego- 
mena to Ethics. 
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may call the ideal of Duty or Virtue, the other 
the ideal of Self-interest. Let us confine ourselves 
to the former, as that with which the moralist is 
primarily concerned, and for Green’s brief phrases 
substitute Spencer, as our representative of Natural- 
istic Ethics.^ 

According to Spencer the notion of ‘ ought ’ or 
moral obligation ’ represents the collision of a 
later evolved or more representative ‘ higher ’ feeling, 
with a lower, earlier or less representative, feeling. So 
far as the sense of obligation is truly moral, what the 
more representative feeling represents is the natural 
and necessary pain or loss of pleasure — to himself or 
to other sentient beings — resulting from action ; but 
in the sense of obligation which at present exists 
in man the coercive element as distinct from the 
authoritative element is due to the survival of 
associations with the moral sentiment of fear of evil, or 
annoyance, to the agent from political, religious or 
social sources (chief, ghost promoted to god, his 
fellows who disapprove). 

Can we, then, apply to Spencer Green’s remark 
when (§ 8, p. 10) he says — 

‘ The discovery, however, that our assertions of 
moral obligation are merely the expression of an 
ineffectual wish to be better off than we are, or are 
due to the survival of habits originally enforced by 
physical fear, but of which the origin is forgotten, 
is of a kind to give us pause. It logically carries with 

^ Cf, chap. vii. of Spencer's Data of Ethics (Part 1. of PrinicipUs of 
Ethics), 
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it the conclusion, however the conclusion may be 
disguised, that, in inciting ourselves or others to do 
anything because it ought to be done, we are at best 
making use of a serviceable illusion.’ 

Does this explanation of Spencer explain away 
moral obligation so that, as Browning’s Blougram 
suggests, ‘law so analysed’ does not ‘coerce you 
much ’ ? I think it does, as regards the Ultimate 
End, so far as this is General Happiness unreconciled 
with Private Happiness. But a distinction is required. 
To say that a man ‘ ought ’ to sacrifice his own happi- 
ness to the happiness of others seems to me — as to 
Green — unmeaning on Spencer’s view. So far as 
a man’s motive for sacrifice is truly moral according 
to Spencer, it can only mean that he will suffer 
certain sympathetic pains if he does not sacrifice 
himself ; but by hypothesis less than if he does, 
as he is supposed to make a sacrifice on the whole. 
And if a man judges that he ‘ ought’ to do anything 
not on the whole conducive to his own happiness, 
through a survival of association with the fears of 
chief, ghost, etc., he is — as Green says — under the 
sway of illusion, according to Spencer’s own view — at 
any rate he is under the sway of feelings that have 
no correspondence with any present reality. For 
the danger of legal penalty he is accustomed to 
separate and estimate by itself ; and as for religious 
fear — that belongs in Spencer’s view to decaying 
‘supernatural Ethics.’ 

The case is otherwise if we suppose the Happiness 
of Self and of Others to be reconciled through sym- 
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pathy, or so far as we suppose this ; in this case the 
‘ ought ’ merely expresses the effect on the agent’s will 
of sympathetic apprehension of pain to others. This 
is no illusion, but a fact of his developed nature ; 
and if through sympathy he — in moments of re- 
flection and deliberation — desires and prefers the 
general happiness, this sense of obligation may be 
consistently regarded by him as authoritative — just 
as the sentiments representative of remote pain 
to one’s self, when they restrain the appetites. ‘ I 
ought to be just,’ will mean to the Spencerian 
philosopher ‘ I foresee and feel sympathetic aversion 
to the diffused social evil caused by injustice ’ ; just 
as ‘ I ought not to drink port after dinner ’ will often 
mean ‘ I foresee and feel an egoistic aversion to the 
organic pains of gout.’ 

It may be said that in either case the motive that 
presents itself as authoritative — regard for the general 
happiness in the one case, regard for private happi- 
ness in the other — may be held to be authoritative 
because it springs from a deeper, more permanent, 
more comprehensive sentiment than the impulse 
opposed to it. But I agree with Green in regard- 
ing this as an inadequate basis for morality for ordinary 
men. It cannot deal effectively with the empirical 
conflict between private and general happiness : it 
cannot satisfactorily {i.e. completely) answer the 
question : Why should I try to be more sympathetic 
than nature has made me ? 

How does Green, then, supply the deficiency which 
he finds in ‘ naturalistic ’ ethics ? In order to answer 
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this question we must, as I have said, introduce his 
metaphysical views to some extent, but, as I shall try 
to show, it is not necessary to introduce them to 
more than a very limited extent : because even if we 
grant his metaphysical conclusions, they really carry 
us but a very little way towards his ethical view. 

Green’s doctrine as to the basis of morality, in the 
most comprehensive account which he gives of it, is 
stated to be a Theory of the Good as Human Per- 
Jection (§ 352). The Perfection which is thus taken 
to be the ultimate end of rational conduct is other- 
wise described as the ‘ realisation,' ‘ development,’ or 
* completion ’ of human ‘ faculties ’ or ‘ capabilities.’ 
If we ask further to what part of man’s apparently 
composite nature these ‘faculties’ or ‘capabilities’ 
belong, we are told that they are ‘capabilities of 
the spirit which is in man ' to which, again, a 
‘ divine ’ or ‘ lieaveii-born ’ nature is attributed. The 
realisation of these capabilities is, in fact, a ‘self- 
realisation of the divine principle in man ’ ; that is, 
of the ‘ one divine mind ’ which ‘ gradually reproduces 
itself in the human soul.’ ‘ God,’ we are elsewhere 
told, ‘is a Being with whom the human spirit is 
identical, in the sense that He is all which the 
human spirit is capable of becoming’ (§ 187, p. 198). 
Hence the conception of the Divine Spirit presents 
to the man who is morally aspiring an ‘ ideal of 
personal holiness ’ with which he contrasts his own 
personal unworthiness. 

Now this view is, I conceive, in harmony with the 
prevalent religious sentiment of the present age, It 
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would not, probably, be accepted by all orthodox 
theologians : some would find the conception of 
God here suggested too anthropomorphic : but 
the prevalent view, I coneeive, would regard it 
as a legitimate inference from the statements of 
Scripture : while others would hold that it is 
knowable by direct intuition. In what I am 
about to say I wish it to be clear that I am not 
concerned with this theological doctrine regarded as 
attained in either of these ways, or obtained in the 
Kantian way by starting with the Practical Keason 
and postulating God and Immortality : or by re- 
currence to the ‘ physico-theological argument from 
design.’ I am not concerned with any of them, for 
none of them is Green’s way. According to Green 
this conclusion is attainable by philosophical reason- 
ing on ordinary knowledge and facts of ordinary 
experience. We have to ask, therefore, how this 
relation of man to God is philosophically known, and 
what definite and reasoned content can be given to 
this notion of a Divine Spirit. It would appear 
from the order of Green’s treatise, and the propor- 
tions of its parts, that an answer to these questions 
was intended to be given in Book I. on the Meta- 
physics of Knowledge. Here we are certainly intro- 
duced to a ‘ spiritual principle in nature ’ correspond- 
ing to the spiritual principle implied in all human 
knowledge or experience. It is argued (§§ 27, 28) that 
to constitute the ‘ all-inclusive system of relations,’ 
‘single and unalterable,’ which we find in nature, 
properly understood, something beyond nature is 
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needed : ‘ something which renders all relations 

possible/ and supplies the ‘ unity of the manifold ’ 
which is involved in the existence of these rela- 
tions. ‘ A plurality of things cannot of themselves 
unite in one relation, nor can a single thing of itself 
bring itself into a multitude of relations . . . there 
must therefore be something other than the manifold 
things themselves which combines them.’ Such a 
‘ combining agency ’ in each one’s experience is his 
own intelligence, his intelligent self, which unites the 
objects of his experience while distinguishing itself 
from them. Hence if we suppose nature to be real 
‘ otherwise than merely as for us,’ we must ‘ recognise 
as the condition of this reality the action of some 
unifying principle analogous to that of our under- 
standing ’ (§ 29). Indeed, Green passes from the 
affirmation of analogous action to the affirmation of 
identical quality, and says that nature in its reality 
implies not only an all-uniting agency which is not 
natural, but a thinking self-distinguishing conscious- 
ness like our own. 

1 do not precisely understand where the cogency of 
this transition comes in : I should have thought that — 
so far as Green’s argument goes — we might suppose 
that the unifying principle in the world was possibly 
not self-conscious ; but I do not propose to dwell on 
this point. His conclusion seems at any rate clear, 
that the world is inconceivable without a self-distin- 
guishing thinker. We further find that this principle 
of synthesis or unity is ‘ eternal,’ in the sense that it 
is not in time, and ‘ complete,’ in the sense that its 
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combining agency extends to all conceivable objects ; 
and that our own empirical knowledge can only be ex- 
plained as an imperfect reproduction or limitation in us 
of this eternally complete consciousness. What be- 
comes of the unity of the individual’s consciousness 
when it is thus split up between an eternally complete 
consciousness out of time, and a function of an animal 
organism which this eternal mind, limiting itself 
somehow, makes its vehicle, I do not now ask. Let 
us assume that its indivisible reality is maintained. 
Here I only wish to point out that the above meagre 
statement gives substantially all the characteristics 
which Green explicitly attributes to the ‘ spiritual 
principle’ disclosed to us in Book I. — and all, I 
submit, that can possibly be known about it by the 
lines of reasoning there developed. And I am con- 
firmed in this view by the passage in Book III. chap, 
ii. (§ 180, p. 189), in which the ‘conclusions so far 
arrived at ’ are summarised ; since there also the ‘ one 
divine mind ’ which ‘ gradually reproduces itself in 
the human soul’ is not represented with any other 
‘ constant characteristics ’ beyond those of being a 
unifying, self- distinguishing, self- objectifying con- 
sciousness. ‘ If,’ says the author expressly, ‘ we 
mean by personality anything else than the quality 
in a subject of being consciously an object to itself, 
we are not justified in saying that it necessarily 
belongs to God’ (§ 182, p. 191). Supposing, then, 
that the argument in Book I. is completely cogent, 
it still remains for Green to explain the bearing of 
it on the problems of Ethics : to explain how we 
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are to get an ‘ideal of holiness,’ of an ‘infinitely 
and perfectly good will,’ out of this conception of a 
combining, self- distinguishing, and self- objectifying 
agency : to explain what perfection the human spirit 
can aim at, so far as it is merely conceived as the 
reproduction of such an agency, except the increase 
of knowledge, extensively or intensively — the presence 
to the combining intelligence of a more extensive 
manifold of combined objects, or the presence of 
them as more effectively combined. As we shall 
find, nothing can be more unlike this conception 
than Green’s moral ideal ; in which, indeed, as I 
shall hereafter argue, knowledge rather occupies a too 
subordinate place ; but, assuming his metaphysical 
arguments valid, and his ethical view sound, there 
seems to me a great logical gap to be filled up in 
passing from the one to the other. 

It may be said perhaps that though the Divine 
Mind cannot be Icnown to us as more than a combin- 
ing intelligence, the source of the systematic unity of 
nature, we may and ought to believe it to be more ; 
and that Green must be supposed to mean this when 
he describes the ‘ attitude of man towards an infinite 
spirit ’ as ‘ not the attitude of knowledge ’ but only of 
‘awe and aspiration’ (§ 302 ). But the reason he 
gives for excluding the attitude of knowledge is a 
reason which, so far as it is valid at all, applies 
precisely to that conception of the spiritual principle 
which is given in Book I. : ‘ Knowledge,’ he says, ‘ is 
of matters of fact or relations, and the infinite spirit 
is neither fact nor relation.’ Now since the net 
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result of the Metaphysics of Knowledge is at any 
rate to establish the necessary existence of an 
eter nally compl etC-Ii hinking co nsciousness- which is 
‘ neither fact nor relation,’ but yet ‘ needed to con- 
stitute ’ facts and relations, it seems to me merely an 
eccentric subtlety of metaphysical terminology to say 
that we have no ‘knowledge’ of such an eternal 
mind : as we have at any rate, if we have followed 
assentingly a hundred pages of close argument, a 
reasoned conviction with regard to it. However this 
may be — whether this conviction be knowledge or 
not — I cannot perceive that Green ever seems aware 
of the barrenness of this conviction for his ethical 
purposes ; and he certainly nowhere offers us a 
suggestion of any other reasoning by which his philo- 
sophical conception of the Divine Mind might be 
turned into one capable of furnishing us with an 
adequate ethical ideal. I, at least, can find no 
grounds in the argument of Book I. for attributing to 
Green’s spiritual principle any such characteristic as the 
term ‘ holiness ’ expresses : I cannot even find adequate 
reasons for attributing to it anything analogous to 
Will. It is merely, so far as I understand, an 
eternal intellect out of time, to which all time and its 
contents are eternally and (we may say) indifterently 
present : being equally implied in the conception of 
any succession, it is not shown to carry with it the 
conception of progress towards an end in the series of 
motions or changes of which the process of the world 
in time consists. The series might be altogether pur- 
poseless — a meaningless round of change — and still 
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the ‘ unification ’ which appears to be the sole function 
of Green’s eternal mind would be none the less com- 
pletely performed. And even if we grant that such a 
progress is implied in the development of the eternal 
consciousness in us, it is, as I have already said, still 
a purely intellectual progress, a growth of that which 
knows in knowledge alone. At least I do not see 
how Green’s metaphysical argument bestows on it 
any other characteristic. With this remark I leave 
the Metaphysics of Book I. for future considera- 
tion, observing however that a similar discrepancy 
between the conclusion which Green seems desirous of 
maintaining and the conclusion for which he really 
supplies grounds, appears to me discoverable in his 
chapter on Freedom of the Will, which forms a 
transition from the purely Metaphysical to the pro- 
perly Ethical part of his treatise. 



LECTUEE II 

gkeen’s view of freedom, and of desire, 

INTELLECT, AND VOLITION 

I HAVE dwelt on the gap between Green's meta- 
physical basis and his ethical structure, partly because 
herein lies the justification for separating the two as 
they are separated in our study : partly because the 
tendency which I find in Green to overrate the 
Ethical importance of his metaphysical spiritualism — 
if I may use the word — appears strikingly in his 
discussion of Freedom. In criticising this I shall 
confine myself to the meaning which the term appears 
to have in the Prolegomena. 

I refer to this point because Green is — avowedly 
— a disciple of Kant ; and in Kant there is a con- 
fusion, to which I have elsewhere ^ drawn attention, 
between what I have called (l)‘ neutral’ freedom, 
realised equally in good and bad choice, on which 
moral imputation is commonly held to depend; (2) 
‘ rational ’ freedom, realised in choice determined by 
reason, good or virtuous volition. 

Now whatever else may be said of Green’s Free- 

^ Methods of Ethics, Book I. chap. v. § 1, and Appendix on the Kantian 
Conception of Free Will (6th ed. referred to, unless otherwise stated). 

15 
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dom, at any rate it may be said that it is equally 
realised in virtuous and vicious action, since both the 
virtuous and the vicious man are equally unlike a mere 
animal in having a self-distinguishing consciousness, 
which is the essential point of Green’s Freedom. It 
seems to me therefore different from the kind of 
Freedom which is only realised when the Will is in 
accordance with Reason. 

But in an Essay on Freedom {Works, ii. p. 308) 
Green uses the term in this other (Kantian) sense, 
saying that the ‘ determination of the Will by reason 
constitutes moral freedom or autonomy.’ Comparing 
the footnote to § 99 of the Prolegomena, however, I 
think we may infer — with the editor — that Green in 
the Prolegomena deliberately determined to omit any 
reference to Freedom in this other sense — rational 
freedom as I have called it. It appears to me reason- 
able to suppose that he thought it well to avoid the 
confusion which the double use of the term would 
be likely to cause. 

I regard Green’s view — in spite of the eager 
advocacy of ‘ Freedom ’ in a sense — as being, for all 
practical purposes, pure Determinism. ‘ Freedom of 
Will ’ in Book II. corresponds so far to ‘ Freedom of 
Intelligence’ in Book I. that Freedom only means the 
non-naturalness of a self-distinguishing consciousness, 
— only means that the motive in a human volition is 
what it is through the operation of a self-distinguish- 
ing consciousness, which, as he has already told us, is 
not a part of nature. It is in this sense and this alone 
that man’s will is said to be ‘ free ’ in the Prolegomena. 
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I submit that this kind of ‘ freedom ’ is not 
suflGicient really to justify moral imputation : because 
if we ask why the particular self-distinguishing con- 
sciousness called John makes a virtuous choice, and 
the particular self-distinguishing consciousness called 
Thomas makes a vicious choice, the explanation, 
according to Green, must be entirely sought in the 
particularity of the chain of natural causation in each 
case. I wish to make this quite clear : because my 
complaint against the school to which Green belongs 
is that, on this fundamentally important question of 
Freedom they tend to confuse the reader’s mind by 
trying ‘ to run with the hare and hunt with the 
hounds,’ and to get the moral satisfaction of a 
Libertarian view, together with the scientific satisfac- 
tion of a Determinist view. 

Let us see how this peculiar view of Freedom is 
arrived at by Green. We find that he states the 
question as follows in § 87, p. 93 ; — 

Now, prima facie, as will be admitted on all hands, this 
causality of motives effectually distinguishes the world which 
moral action has brought, and continues to bring, into being, 
from the series of natural events. In the latter the occurrence 
of an event docs not depend on an idea of the event, as a desired 
object, being previously presented. If then moral action is to 
be brought within the series of natural phenomena, it must be 
on the supposition that the motives which determine it, having 
natural antecedents, are themselves but links in the chain of 
natural phenomena ; and that thus moral action, though dis- 
tinguished from other kinds of natural events by its dependence 
on prior ideas, is not denaturalised, since the ideas on which it 
depends are themselves of natural origin. 

The question whether this is so is the point really at issue 
in regard to the possibility and indispensableness of a Moral 
Philosophy which shall not be a branch of natural science ; or, if 

C 
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we like to put it so, in regard to the freedom of moral agents. It is 
not the question commonly debated, with much ambiguity of terms, 
between ‘ determinists ’ and ‘ indeterminists ’ ; not the question 
whether there is, or is not, a possibility of unmotived willing ; 
but the question whether motives, of that kind by which it is 
the characteristic of moral or human action to be determined, 
are of properly natural origin or can be rightly regarded as 
natural phenomena. 

This statement shows clearly a Determiiiist bias : 
since it is not the ‘ possibility of unmotived willing ’ 
which is the Libertarian’s conception, but power of 
acting in accordance with the higher motive given by 
Reason or Moral Judgment, instead of in accordance 
with a non-rational motive. — However, Green’s point 
is that a merely animal want is not a motive to human 
action, this being the action of a self-conscious being. 
It only becomes a motive, so far as upon the want 
there supervenes the presentation of the want by 
a self-conscious subject to himself, and with it the 
idea of a self-satisfaction to be attained in the filli ng 
of the want. ‘ To every action,’ he says, ‘ morally 
imputable, or of which a man can recognise himself 
as the author, the motive is always some idea of the 
man’s personal good — an idea absolutely different 
from animal want, even in cases where it is from 
anticipation of the satisfaction of some animal want 
that the idea of personal good is derived ’ (§ 95, 
p. 98). 

Here we get — what by the way we did not get in 
the case of the ‘ indivisible self’ in Book I. — a definite 
tertium quid produced by the action of a self- 
conscious subject on the processes of the animal 
organism with which it is mysteriously united, — an 
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‘idea of personal good’ or ‘self-satisfaction.’ The 
motive of an action morally imputable ‘ is consti- 
tuted by an act of self-consciousness which is not a 
natural event ; an act in which the agent presents 
to himself a certain idea of himself doing or enjoying 
— as an idea of which the realisation forms for the 
time his good . . . the moral quality of this act . . . 
depends on the character of the agent . . . this has had 
. . . a history. . . . But,’ Green says, it has been ‘ a 
history in which an eternal self-distinguishing con- 
sciousness . . . has throughout been operative upon 
wants of animal origin’ (§ 95, p. 99). For instance, 
Esau’s act is morally imputable, since it is determined 
by ‘ his own conception of himself as finding for the 
time his greatest good in the satisfaction of hunger ’ 
(§ 96, p. 100). Man is ‘free or self-determined in 
his motive ’ because of this presence of self-conscious- 
ness. The self ‘ is so far a . . . reproduction of the 
one supreme subject . . . that the product carries 
with it . . . the characteristic of being an object to 
itself’ (p. 102). That is. Green admits that ‘the 
kind of good which at any point in his life a person 
presents to himself as greatest depends ... on his 
past experience — his past passion and action, and on 
circumstances,’ but he thinks it maintains the human 
agent’s freedom to say that ‘ throughout the past ex- 
perience he has been an object to himself,’ and the 
circumstances presuppose self-consciousness similarly 
(§ 99, p. 102).‘ 

It seems to me, then, that determinism wins on the 

^ Cf. Prolegamenay §§ 101, 102, p. 105, 
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substantial issue ; for if we ask why a particular self 
is determined to present to itself a given idea rather 
than any other, as its greatest good, we cannot find 
the answer in the universal element of the self which 
is common to all particular selves — saints and sinners 
alike — we must therefore find it in the particular ele- 
ment. How far Green sees this, I never quite know. 
He seems so satisfied with having proved that the 
desires of any human being are not merely animal 
wants, and that, therefore, any man is ‘ free ’ or 
‘self-determined’ in the motive from which, as a 
self-conscious human agent, he acts, that he hardly 
seems to see that his account of the making of the 
human motive under this double operation — pre- 
sentation of animal wants, and self-distinction of the 
self-conscious subject from them — removes responsi- 
bility altogether from the individual, and makes 
imputation illusory. 

That the motive ‘ lies in the man himself, that he 
makes it ’ — i.e. that it is what it is in consequence of 
the activity of a self-conscious intelligence — ‘ and is 
aware of doing so’ (§ 102, p. 106), does not really 
make any difierence, if that in his character which 
causes him to make his motive good or bad is due to 
its past history : and this would seem to be the case on 
Green’s view, as there is nothing in the mere presence 
of self-consciousness — in the ‘reproduction of itself 
on the part of the eternal self - conscious subject 
of the world’ — the ‘ self- distinguishing and self- 
seeking subject’ (§ 106), — to determine its goodness 
or badness. 



II 


FEEEDOM 


21 


As I have observed, the view attributed to the 
‘ champions of free will’ in § 103, pp. 106, 107, does 
not appear to me one that there is the least occasion 
for them to hold. There is not the least reason for 
Libertarians to affirm that choice is without motive : ^ 
only that the ‘identification of the man’s self with 
a particular desire or aversion,’ which on Green’s 
view is ‘the act of will,’ cannot be regarded as 
determined by motives. Now, according to Green it 
would seem to be so determined : the desire of self- 
satisfaction to be gained in a particular way is, he 
holds, the volition (§ 104, p. 108) ; and this seems 
clearly not ‘ free ’ in any important sense : since it is 
determined by the agent’s ‘ character ’ — i.e. by his 
‘ habitual ’ or ‘ steady ’ direction of himself, by a con- 
centration of his faculties towards the fulfilment of 
certain purposes; and the particularity of his char- 
acter must be attributed, as we have seen, to its past 
history. (This view is not affected by what is said 
in §§ 110, 111.) 

Nor do I understand how Green considers it 
important to assert (§ 108) that ‘ an action which 
expresses character has no must in the physical sense 
about it,’ if it be admitted that this action is ‘as 
necessarily related to character and circumstances 
as any event to the sum of its conditions’ (§ 109), 
if ‘ what a man now is and does is the result ... of 
what he has been and done’ (§ 110), if whether 

^ Cf. Prolcgomeruiy § 110, ‘ arbitrary freak of some unaccountable power 
of unmotived willing,’ — a bizarre description of the power of acting in 
accordance with reason in spite of any previous concessions to passion. — Cf. 
also Reid, WorkSy Hamilton’s edition (1863), ii. 607. 
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or no in any case the wish to be better shall prevail 
depends upon ‘ the social influences brought to bear 
upon the man’ (§ 110 , p. 114 ).^ 

It thus seems to me that Green’s use of the terms 
‘freedom’ (cf ‘free effort to better himself,’ § 112) 
and ‘ self - determination ’ is misleading : since any 
particular man’s efibrt to better himself, as its force 
depends at any moment on his particular past, is not 
‘ free’ or ‘ self-determined ’ in the only important sense. 

I pass to discuss some peculiarities of Green’s view 
of the relations of Desire, Intellect, and Volition, 
with which — so far as the question is more than 
merely verbal — I am unable, to agree, but which it 
will be instructive to examine carefully, in order, as 
far as possible, to make clear the exact points of 
difference. Taking first Desire and Reason, we find 
him saying (in § 116 ) of the opposition between 
Desire, Reason, and Will, that it has sometimes ‘ been 
represented as lying rather between different desires, 
of which reason however (according to the supposi- 
tion) supplies the object to the one, while some 
irrational appetite is the source of the other ; the 
will being the arbiter which determines the action 
according to the rational or irrational desire.’ He 
thus states my view, as in opposition to his own ; but 
I do not see that my view is opposed to the state- 
ment in § 117 , where he says we shall find reason 
to hold that 


^ Of course this ‘ dependence of an individuaFs present on his past ' is not 
incompatible with his ‘ seeking or being able to become better than he is * 
( Pvnl.fi.nfvmp/n/i.. 8 11 0^ — aa Mill In-ncr aern nnint.ftd nnf. 
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there is one subject or spirit, which desires in all a man’s ex- 
periences of desire, understands in all operations of his intelli- 
gence, wills in all his acts of willing; and that the essential 
character of his desires depends on their all being desires of one 
and the same subject which also understands, the essential char- 
acter of his intelligence on its being an activity of one and the 
same subject which also desires, the essential character of his 
acts of will on their proceeding from one and the same subject 
which also desires and understands. 

The conscious unity of the self appears to me 
to co-exist with a consciousness of conflict of desires, 
and of conflict of non-rational impulses with rational 
judgment. But (| 129) Green says that when we 
speak of Desire conflicting with Reason, Desire 
‘ is a logical abstraction which we are mistaking for 
reality.’ Here there seems to me to be a misapprehen- 
sion. What he is concerned to maintain is that Desire 
is in our experience inseparable from self-conscious- 
ness and from the operation of intellect. But this 
no one denies. In speaking of ‘ irrational Desire ’ 
as ‘ conflicting with Reason,’ I do not mean a desire 
divorced from thought, but a desire directed to an 
action which we at the same time judge to be bad 
or incompatible with our highest good ; e.g. desire 
of the pain of another human being, in the case of 
malevolent impulse — of escape from a post of duty 
and danger, in the case of a cowardly impulse : 
‘Revenge’ or ‘Fear’ in such cases may obviously 
be in a sense rational, i.e. accompanied with much 
activity of thought, though the object of either 
impulse may be at the same time judged to be bad. 

Now I ask myself why Green fails to recognise 
this obvious truth. As we shall see, it would not be 
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true to say that he fails altogether : but it is 
obscured for him partly by the misapprehension 
above mentioned, partly by the fact that he (l) 
is inclined to refuse the term ‘ desire ’ to any 
‘ solicitation ' as he calls it, except one with which 
a man identifies himself, while (2) desires with 
which a man identifies himself he conceives as a 
desire for personal good. Compare the following 
passages in chapter ii. of Book 11. : — 

It is clear that the important real distinction is between the 
direction of the self-conscious self to the realisation of an object, 
its identification of itself with that object, on the one side . . . 
and, on the other side, the mere solicitations of which a man is 
conscious, but with none of which he so identifies himself as to 
make the soliciting object his object — the object of his self-seek- 
ing — or to direct himself to its realisation (§ 143). 

In the act of will the man does not cease to desire. Rather 
he, the man, for the first time desires, having not done so while 
divided between the conflicting influences (§ 146).^ 

Green would, in tbe cases above suggested, say : 
Either you do not yield to the impulse of revenge 
or fear — then it is merely a solicitation ; or you do 
— then you identify yourself with the impulse and 
— ^mistakenly no doubt — regard the object as your 
personal good. In fact Green ignores wilful choice 
of evil. This is involved in his account of motive 
given in the previous chapter; compare §§ 91, 92, 
and (most explicitly) § 99, where he says that ‘ It is 
the particular human self . . . that in every moral 
action, virtuous or vicious, presents to itself some 

^ § 162, however, is more doubtful ; — “The true distinction lies between 
passions as influences affecting a man — among which we may include ^ mere 
desires * if we please — and the man as desiring, or putting himself forth in 
desire for the realisation of some object present to him in idea, which is the 
same thing as willing.*’ 
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possible state or achievement of its own as for the 
time its greatest good, and acts for the sake of that 
good.' 

In a passage in chapter i. of Book III., indeed, 
G-reen does seem to recognise wilful choice of evil. 
There is, he says, ‘essentially or in principle an 
identity between reason and will ; and widely as they 
become divergent in the actual history of men (in 
the sense that the objects where good is actually 
sought are often not those where reason, even as in 
the person seeking them, pronounces that it is to be 
found), still the true development of man, the only 
development in which the capabilities of his ‘ heaven- 
born' nature can be actualised, lies in the direction 

i 

of union between the developed will and the 
developed reason' (§ 177, p. 185'). On the 
whole, however, he is so far under the influence 
of ancient Greek and especially Aristotelian modes of 
thought as to ignore usually, and expressly exclude 
sometimes, that wilful choice of wrong known to be 
wrong which is so essential an element in the modern 
Christian moral consciousness of ‘ sin.’ 

As to Desire and Will, the truth is, the question 
Green is discussing from § 138 onwards appears to 
me partly a verbal one. Green does not deny what 
I call ‘conflict of desires’ (only he prefers to eall 
them ‘ solicitations ’), nor, I suppose, the opposition 
of such solicitations to a moral judgment or resolution 
— and I agree that the desire which is ‘ a motive in 

^ Cf. the Author’s Unreasonahh Action (published in Mind, for 1893, N.S, 
vol. ii. No. 6, and rejirinted in the volume entitled Practical Ethics). 
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an imputable human action ’ is a desire prevails 
and causes volition. But there seems to me no doubt 
that I can recognise a distinction in kind between (a) 
the psychical fact of desire as an impulse to which I do 
not necessarily yield (compare §§ 143, 144), and (6) 
the psychical fact of volition, resolution, determina- 
tion, making up one’s mind to aim at something 
(compare § 140), and the distinction does not 
lie in the definiteness of the object. Green calls 
(6) ‘identification of self with (1) object to be 
realised,’ or (2) with impulse. I do not recognise 
the correctness of this description — at least with 
regard to (l). And it seems to me more convenient 
and more in accordance with usage to restrict 
‘desire’ to {a). Hence to say {e.g.) that ''every 
desire implies an effort on the part of the desiring 
subject’ seems to me misleading — when a desire is 
checked the ‘ effort ’ is the other way. This does 
not imply (compare § 142) that when we have re- 
solved or willed to aim at an object, desire ceases 
and gives place to volition; to say that the ‘final 
preference is not desire ’ is not to say that it excludes 
desire ; rather, in my view, desire as distinct from 
volition is stronger after the preference than before. 
Green’s argument to show that ‘the principle of action 
is a will which is not desire ’ seems to me therefore 
to be vitiated by a false opposition of alternatives. 

But there is a psychological question whether the 
initiation of action takes place under the influence of 
desire without the psychical fact of resolve : certainly 
I think that in some cases this latter is at any rate 
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evanescent, and that in such cases — in opposition to 
Green’s view (§ 147) — actions are less imputed. It 
certainly seems to be the common-sense view that 
in bad actions which have not been preceded by 
deliberation there is less guilt. This is my first 
more than verbal disagreement with Green as to 
Desire and Will. The second is, that in my view 
what is personally, or deliberately, chosen, is to be dis- 
tinguished from what is chosen as ‘ right,’ ‘ good ’ or 
‘ reasonable ’ — the latter terms being used as equiva- 
lent (compare § 146). I hold, as before said, 
that in ‘ wilful sin ’ I have chosen evil known as 
such ; on the other hand, in deliberate self-sacrifice 
I have preferred the ‘good’ of others to mine — not 
consciously identified it with mine. 

The view that in the case of what I call will — and 
what Green calls desire and the identification of self 
with impulse or object — I ‘ take the object for my 
good,’ is connected with the account of the ‘recog- 
nised opposition between Will and Intellect ’ in § 148, 
which is briefly given as follows in the editor’s analy- 
tical summary, p. xviii. ; — ‘ In spite of the involution 
of intellect and desire or will (§ 134 foil.) there is a 
clear distinction between the speculative and practical 
employments of the mind ; and therefore, if the former 
be called thought and the latter will, these may be dis- 
tinguished and even opposed.’ On this I should say, 
first, that speculative activity is a department of prac- 
tice or conduct ; — e.g. the discovery of a sought rela- 
tion between existing things (§ 149) is an ‘ imagined 
object ’ which the researcher desires to bring into real 
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existence — and as such exhibits the phenomena of 
desire and volition of which we have previously been 
speaking. No doubt the desires and volitions in this 
case may have no relation to a ‘ moral ideal,’ but this 
may be true of the desires and volitions of the most 
purely practical man, in business or pleasure, I think 
that Green has not sufficiently thought out the rela- 
tion of ‘moral action’ spoken of in §§ 150, 151, to 
‘action for realisation of a moral ideal’ (§ 148). He 
can hardly mean that the mere adoption of an end 
of action as one’s good (even if non-hedonistic) — e.g. 
getting into Parliament or becoming a millionaire — 
is always equivalent to the adoption of a moral ideal, 
or always involves desire for realisation of a moral 
ideal. 

Secondly, as regards ‘ practical thought,’ certainly I 
do not hold that thought and desire are separate 
elements that together make up will (§ 152, p. 157) ; 
but in one sense I hold that will ing is more than 
think ing- -f^inee it involves thought, but the thought 
may occur without it. Taking Green’s own state- 
ment that willing is ‘ the direction of a self-con- 
scious subject to the realisation of an idea’ (§ 151, 
p. 157), I should say that it involved the mere pre- 
sence of the idea and something more. Green would 
say : Yes, the thought of its realisation as the agent’s 
good. No, I reply ; something more still — Compare 
Ovid’s Video meliora prohoque, deteriora sequor. 

In Green’s treatment Desire, Intellect, and Will, 
doubtless difficult to separate in expression, are too 
much fused in conception. 



LECTURE III 


green’s view of moral (including immoral) 

ACTION 

In the last Lecture I was examining Green’s view of 
the relations of Desire, Reason, and Will, and trying 
to make clear the points of agreement and dis- 
agreement between his view and mine. 

Green seems to me to be in the main arguing 
against a view of the division of the Ego into separate 
and separately operating faculties, which I certainly 
do not hold ; nor did I ever know anybody who did 
hold it, though some thinkers may have expressed 
themselves unguardedly. For example, in speaking 
of Desire as conflicting with Reason or Judgment I 
do not mean that the conflicting or irrational desire 
operates divorced from thought or intellect, but 
merely that I am conscious of — call them ‘ solicita- 
tions ’ if you like — impelling me to seek intermediate 
ends perhaps, or ends which I judge to be bad, or to 
do actions which I judge to be wrong. 

So again, as regards Desire and Will. When I 
distinguish the state of desiring an object and 
choosing to aim at it, I do not mean — as Green 
seems to think — that desire ceases when volition 

29 
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begins. To say that the final preference is not 
desire is not — as Green seems to think — to say that it 
excludes desire ; rather, in my experience the desire 
is usually intensified by that act of voluntary choice 
which Green calls identification of myself with the 
desire. 

On the other hand, to say that every desire implies 
effort on the part of the desiring subject seems to 
me to mix up things so diverse as feeling an impulse 
to do a thing and trying to do it. 

A more important disagreement relates to the 
relation of Eeason and Will (compare § 99). It 
seems to me fundamentally important to distin- 
guish between choice (even deliberate choibe) and 
judgment as to choice- worthiness, since they may 
diverge. I hold, as before said, that what a man 
chooses is not always chosen as his good, since (a) in 
wilful sin he chooses what he judges bad on the 
whole, and (6) in conscious self-sacrifice he prefers the 
good of others to his own. Green’s view as to self- 
sacrifice I will consider later. 

For convenience, I will here give briefly my dis- 
tinctions between the different kinds of human action, 
apart from the consideration of what particular ends 
are in question. 

I distinguish actions which are done : — 

(1) Unconsciously. 

(2) Instinctively — that is, without an antecedent 

idea of the result to be obtained by the 
action — actions that are without even rudi- 
mentary ‘ intention.’ 
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(3) With intention hut without clear self-con- 

sciousness (in which self-consciousness is 
evanescent) — therefore without reference to 
self as cause. 

(4) With personal choice, implicit consciousness 

that one could have determined otherwise, 
but without rational choice — i.e. not as good. 
(Observe the necessity of distinguishing 
rational from personal, and even from 
deliberate, choice.) 

(5) Against rational judgment, moral or prudential. 

We may have wilful choice of what is known 
to be evil — ‘ wilful sin ’ — also deliberate 
sacrifice of my own good to another’s. 

(6) In accordance with rational judgment, moral 

or prudential, which may of course be mis- 
taken. 

A further disagreement is, that the idea which ante- 
cedes volition is not in my view, as it is in Green’s (§ 95, 
p. 99), the idea of one’s self doing or enjoying : even if 
the idea of one’s self doing be granted to be a necessary 
antecedent of volition (I do not think it is always 
or normally present consciously), it is not this idea 
which represents the object desired, sought, or chosen ; 
for instance in the case of posthumous fame. 

One more point : I do not even think that the 
emergence of clear self-consciousness necessarily 
involves the conscious adoption of an end. When I 
am under the influence of desire, the Ego is some- 
times present as a mere spectator, letting desire 
operate ; but there is usually a consciousness that it 
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could check it, except when the transition from 
feeling to action is very rapid — when we act, as is 
said, ‘ involuntarily.’ 

As to the question — of fundamental importance in 
ethical psychology — whether the vicious man makes 
his vicious choice knowingly, I think Green’s identifi- 
cation or fusion of Reason, Desire, and Will seems to 
interfere with his raising the question clearly. But 
in most passages he seems not to contemplate any 
divergence between ‘ choice ’ and ‘judgment of choice- 
worthiness.’ 

I pass now to examine more particularly how a 
character is determined to be virtuous and vicious. 
For this we must look more closely at the character- 
istics of ‘ moral ’ action, in Green’s wide sense, in 
which ‘ moral ’ means ‘ properly human ’ — ^.e. the 
action of a self-conscious subject. According to 
Green, what a self-conscious subject aims at in every 
volition is always ‘ self-satisfaction.’ In Book II. 
chapter i. first we distinguish ‘ moral ’ or ‘ properly 
human’ action, from action in which it is animal 
wants that are impulses; whereas in properly human 
actions it is ‘ consciousness of wanted objects.’ 
Then at a further stage we have ‘ the idea of a satis- 
faction on the whole’ (§ 85, p. 91). It is the first 
antithesis which Green for some time is concerned 
to press. ‘ A consciousness of wanted objects . . . 
yields . . . the conception of something that should 
he as distinct from that which is .. . [objects] to 
which real existence has yet to be given ’ (§ 86, p. 92). 

Further, we find that ‘ the idea of an object in 
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which self-satisfaction is to be sought ’ is essential to 
properly human volition (§§ 88, 89, pp. 93, 94). Or, 
in different phrase, ‘the motive in every imputable 
act ... is a desire for personal good . . . the idea 
of what the personal good for the time is may be 
affected by the pressure of animal want,’ but this 
want is not ‘ a component of the desire ’ (§ 91, p. 96). 
‘It is superfluous to add good to himself' (§ 92) — 
human choice, according to Green, is necessarily 
egoistic in form. A moral action is an action 
determined by a conception of personal good (compare 
§ 95). 

Observe that what Green calls a moral action in 
this sense is not necessarily an action done under the 
influence of the Moral Ideal, or the desire for the 
True Good. Moral is here and elsewhere used in a 
wider sense, including immoral — moral meaning acts 
of a being capable of virtue and therefore also of 
vice. So there are two questions : — 

(1) Whether the normal motive in moral actions 
in this wide sense, including what are ordinarily 
conceived as non-moral (possibly immoral) actions — 
of human beings as such, is desire of Personal Good 
or Self-satisfaction. 

(2) Whether the motive in right action is desire 
for one’s own True Good, or True Self-satisfaction, 
and if so what this is. The latter question we may 
conveniently defer for the present. 

As regards the first question, we have to ask, 
What is the meaning of Self-satisfaction? This 
involves the question. What is self in its appetitive 

D 
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aspect, regarded as a desiring, wanting entity ? For, 
observe, as so viewed, it is no longer merely the 
knowing, combining, self-distinguishing, self-objecti- 
fying consciousness which Book I. shows us, and 
which, according to Green, an analysis of our empiri- 
cal knowledge requires us to regard as a reproduction 
of a similar universal consciousness. 

We can hardly conceive such a consciousness as 
having in its own nature — if I may be allowed to use 
the word nature with regard to it — any desires or 
wants, except a desire or striving for increase of 
knowledge, which would render it a fuller repro- 
duction of the eternal consciousness. But the self we 
know is very unlike this. Green will not, indeed, 
allow us to think that it has merely animal wants or 
appetites, or even merely desires that are in part 
animal wants : but he recognises that it has desires 
which ‘ originate in animal want or susceptibility to 
animal pleasure, in the sense that without such want 
or susceptibility they would not be’ (§ 125, p. 129). 
He affirms that 

those desired objects which are of most concern in the moral 
life of the civilised and educated man who has outgrown mere 
sensuality are not directly dependent on animal susceptibilities 
at all. It is not merely their character as objects which the 
man makes his good that they owe to self-consciousness. The 
susceptibilities in which the desires themselves originate, unlike 
the susceptibilities to the pain of hunger or pleasure of eating, 
do not arise out of the animal system, but out of a state of 
things which only self-conscious agents can bring about (§ 126). 

. . . [Thus our loves,] envies, jealousies, and ambitions — 
whatever the resemblance between their outward signs and 
certain expressions of emotions in animals — are all in their proper 
nature distinctively human because all founded on interests 
possible only to self-conscious beings. We cannot separate such 
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passions from their exciting causes. Take away those occasions 
of them which arise out of our intercourse as persons with 
persons, and the passions themselves as we know them disappear 
(§ 126, p. 131). 

It must be admitted that Green leaves obscure 
how these other desires originate : and he seems to 
me to treat too lightly their obvious resemblances, so 
far as we can judge from outward signs and expres- 
sions, to the emotions of animals. It is paradoxical 
to deny that they may be traced ultimately to animal 
feelings, as modified by the supervention of self- 
consciousness carrying with it a consciousness of the 
individuality of other persons. Certainly animals 
feel love, envy, jealousy ; and no reason is suggested 
why a reproduction of the eternal consciousness 
should have these emotions, independently of the 
conditions of the animal organism to which it is 
subject. Admitting Green’s account of the manner 
in which the self - conscious self reacts upon the 
desires thus originated, so that they become something 
different from what they would be in a merely 
animal soul : admitting that it presents to itself 
objects of desire, distinct from itself and from each 
other, and that in seeking the realisation of any 
particular object it is always seeking its own satis- 
faction ; I should still have inferred that it is only 
because it has ‘ supervened upon the appetitive life ’ 
of an animal organism that the self-conscious self 
has such desires for the realisation of objects at all. 
Grant that they are desires that only a person can 
have : grant that they depend largely on the dis- 
tinction between self and other persons — the question 
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remains : How does a person come to have them ? 
And to this question Green seems to exclude the 
obvious answer, while giving no other. 

However, let us leave this question of origin : let 
us take — as Green takes — as an essential eharaeteristic 
of moral action, as explained in Book II., the presence 
of this self-distinguishing and self-seeking conscious- 
ness, identifying itself with different particular desires 
— or rather usually with a complex resultant of 
several distinguishable desires, none of which are 
merely animal, though some of them originate in 
animal wants : what, in Green’s view, is the self-satis- 
faction of this self-distinguishing, but multifariously 
desiring entity? It is not quite easy to say, but 
I think we may aflSrm the following two things 
of it : — 

(1) It is a state of a self-conscious person that 
accompanies the consciousness of attainment of a 
desired end ; 

(2) It is distinguishable from pleasure ; — though 
pleasure may accompany it, and we may expect to 
find it in pleasure. (This is the vicious man’s mis- 
take.) 

The question then is : Should it be identified with 
the ‘ satisfaction or extinction of the desire ’ which 
occurs when the desired object is attained ? 

A man desires, let us suppose, to taste a bottle of fine wine, 
to hear a certain piece of music, to see Athens, to do a service 
to a friend, to finish a book that he has in hand. In each case 
the desired object, as such, exists only in his consciousness, and 
the desire for it involves the consciousness of the difference 
between such existence of the desired object and that realisation 
of it towards which the desire strives, and which, when attained, 
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is the satisfaction or extinction of the desire (§ 131, pp. 135, 
136). 

Green here seems to say that satisfaction of desire 
is extinction of desire, but self-satisfaction certainly 
does not mean self-extinction. What then is it ? 
I do not think Green is quite clear on this point. 
Some passages certainly suggest — but they do not 
positively affirm — that a partial or particular self- 
satisfaction is always gained in the attainment of a 
desired object, though not satisfaction on the whole 
(see § 104, top of p. 108). Other passages seem to 
imply that though ‘self-satisfaction is sought in all 
enacted desire’ (§ 158) it is not necessarily gained 
when the desired object is attained, AVe are told 
that though self-satisfaction is continually sought by 
moral agents in the realisation of the objects of 
particular desires, — due to the conditions under 
which the self-conscious subject exists in the human 
organism, — it cannot be really found there. ‘ The 
conditions of the animal soul, ... no sooner sated 
than wanting, are such that the self-determining 
subject cannot be conscious of them as conditions to 
which it is subject . . . without seeking some satis- 
faction of itself that shall be independent of these 
conditions’ (§ 175). Accordingly, though Good is 
defined as ‘that which satisfies some desire’ (§ 171), 
Moral good or the True good is defined as ‘ an end 
in which the effort of a moral agent may really find 
rest’ (§ l7l) — or, as Green elsewhere expresses it, 
‘ an abiding satisfaction of an abiding self’ (§ 234). 

If we might distinguish {a) partial, (b) complete 
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self-satisfaction, we might perhaps express Green’s 
view by saying that in any ‘ enacted desire ’ (a) is 
gained but (6) not. If .so, in the passages in which 
Green says that ‘ self-satisfaction is not to be found ’ 
in vicious self - seeking, he must be understood to 
mean complete and permanent, not partial and 
transitory, self-satisfaction. 

It is clearly characteristic of wrong or vicious 
choice in Green’s view, that ‘ permanent ’ or ‘abiding’ 
self-satisfaction — ‘ rest ’ — is not gained ; whether any 
self-satisfaction is transiently gained is not so clear. 
If this is so, then in moral action, whether virtuous 
or vicious we may say that according to Green what 
is sought is complete self-satisfaction, and we may 
take as the characteristic of wrong action, that the 
vicious man seeks the .self-satisfaction where it 
cannot be found, in the gratification of sen.sual 
appetites, etc. 

But now, why does he ? As we saw, Green makes 
it quite clear that it is ‘ because he is now so made,’ 
though he seems to think that it maintains Freedom 
to insist on the fact that his self-consciousness has 
been present in the process of making himself so. 
But does his previous history make him do it ? 
And does he do it against knowledge ? — To the latter 
question, as I before said. Green seems to give in- 
consistent answers. But it is very important to know 
whether the vicious, no less than the virtuous, man 
seeks self - satisfaction where he thinks it will be 
found. Is it from an intellectual error that he goes 
wrong ? As I have said, passages may be quoted on 
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both sides. Though Green says that every moral 
agent, the voluptuary no less than the saint, is 
‘ seeking self - satisfaction,’ or more explicitly, 
‘ presents to himself some possible state or achieve- 
ment of his own as for the time his greatest good,’ 
which seems to imply that he thinks the pursuit of 
pleasure is the best way of reaching it : he also says 
(§ 177, p. 185) that ‘the objects where good is 
actually sought are often not those where reason, 
even as in the person seeking them, pronounces that 
it is to be found,’ and that his ‘ will does not answer 
to his reason ’ ; but I do not perceive that he offers 
any adequate reconciliation of the two classes of 
statement. ‘ 

The passages which suggest that in Green’s view 
vicious choice is always made under an illusory 
belief that the end chosen is the chooser’s greatest 
good, are the more numerous. There is, however, an 
uncertainty arising from a want of distinction in 
certain passages of Green’s between good as attained 
or realised, and good as sought. Ordinarily, if we 
say that every one, in any act, seeks what he regards 
as, or believes to be, his greatest good, we mean that 
he seeks to bring about some result which (as he 
believes) when brought about will have more of the 
quality of good than some other result compared 
with it. AVhen adopted as end, what is adopted is 
good in anticipation or idea : when realised, it is good in 
reality. Hence the illusion — when there is illusion — 

^ I sliould say that certainly liis will does not answer to his reason : and 
in this lies the importance of tlie distinction between will and intellect just 
mentioned. ‘ Willing the best * is not the same thing as conceiving it. 
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lies in the want of correspondence between the present 
idea and the future fact of attainment. 

Still there are passages in Green in which he 
seems to regard a result aimed at as acquiring com- 
pletely the quality of ‘ good ’ not when it is realised 
but when we determine to seek it. Compare, for ex- 
ample, the following passages : ‘ The motive ... is 
... an act in which the agent presents to himself a 
certain idea of himself ... as an idea of which the 
realisation forms for the time his good ’ (§ 95, p. 99) : 
this may be interpreted not as involving prediction as 
to the state of attainment, but merely as referring to 
the adoption of an end. ‘ . . . the presentation of an 
object with which the man for the time identifies 
himself or his good, and a consequent efibrt to realise 
this object’ (§ 140, p. 146). ‘The man who calmly 
faces a life of suffering in the fulfilment of what he 
conceives to be his mission could not bear to do other- 
wise. So to live is his good. If he could attain the 
consciousness of having accomplished his work, if 
he could count himself to have apprehended — and 
probably just in proportion to the elevation of his 
character he is unable to do so — he would find satis- 
faction in the consciousness, etc.’ (§ 159, p. 166). 

Let us dwell on the last passage : a course of 
action is said to be a man’s Good although attain- 
ment is supposed absent. From such passages taken 
alone I should infer that Good, in Green’s view, is 
merely an object chosen or adopted as his end by a 
self-conscious agent, so that Greatest Good would 
merely mean object preferred as end to others com- 
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pared with it. Thus there would be no real place 
for illusory belief as to ‘ greatestness ’ — Greatest Good 
is the Good — that is, is the chosen or adopted end. 

I do not, however, think this was really Green’s 
view. If we look closer at the passage in § 159 , we 
find in it another possible meaning of Good, viz. Self- 
satisfaction, which is attached not to the attainment 
of the end, but to action with a view to it. If the 
man does not get satisfaction — and Green assumes he 
does not — at any rate he gets less dissatisfaction than 
from any other course of life, and that, I suppose, is 
why ‘ so to live is his good.’ 

There are many other passages which clearly 
indicate the ordinary view that the Good sought is 
really good — good not merely in idea or anticipation 
— when and so far as an expectation formed when 
the act is willed, is realised in the effect of the act. 
For instance, all the passages in which ‘good’ is 
identified with ‘ what satisfies desire.’ Compare 
§ 171 , pp. 178 , 179 , with § 131 , pp. 135 , 136 . 

I consider, therefore, that there is an unsolved 
contradiction in Green’s view, and that he does not 
give a decided and unambiguous answer to the ques- 
tion, Is vicious choice due altogether to intellectual 
mistake ? — And I think that perhaps the want of clear 
distinction between the views (1) that Desire gives 
the quality of good, and (2) that Satisfaction does 
so, prevents Green from definitely answering the 
question, how far vicious choice depends on illusion. 

At any rate it is plain that in Green’s view the 
vicious man does not seek true Self-satisfaction, 
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i.e. not an object by the realisation of which a self- 
distinguishing combining consciousness can really 
satisfy itself. But what is this object ? What could 
satisfy a self-distinguishing combining consciousness, 
or why is it not satisfied by performing its function 
of self-distinction and combination, along with the 
satisfaction of the desires with which it from time 
to time identifies itself? It has always seemed to 
me odd that Green never really faces this difficulty. 



LECTURE IV 

green’s view of the good will, and true good 

What does Common Sense mean by the Good 
Will ? It may mean ‘Will with good Intention, 
or Motive, or both.’ Intention refers to effects as 
foreseen, say A + B. Motive refers to effects desired, 
say A. The effects as foreseen may be subjectively 
right, judged to be on the whole best. If so the 
intention will be subjectively right or good. — Again, 
the effects as foreseen may be objectively right or 
good, though the actual effects are bad.^ When we 
say that the ‘ intention is good,’ we commonly mean 
that the effects as foreseen are both subjectively and 
objectively good : though they may be in.separable 
from bad effects not foreseen, so important as to make 
the whole actual effects objectively bad. But we may 
merely mean that they are subjectively good : what 
the agent approves, but not what a reasonable man 
would approve. I do not think that the distinction 
is clear in ordinary discourse (cf. ‘ Well-intentioned,’ 
etc.). 

^ Subjective and Objective are used by me in Ethics thus : Subjectively 
right or good is what is judged by the agent to be so ; Objectively right or 
good is what is so ax)art from the agent’s judgment. 

43 
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Again, Common Sense recognises that Intention 
may be good, both subjectively and objectively, 
while Motive is bad, because the effects possibly 
should not have been desired (so far as desire can be 
repressed), though rightly accepted, so far as inevi- 
table concomitants of what is intended — take, for 
instance, the case of malevolent gratification. 

The distinction seems to me clear and important. 
But there is a further distinction. It may be that 
the effects should not have been desired, but that the 
agent did not know this. Motive, no less than 
intention, may be subjectively right, but not ob- 
jectively. Hence we cannot say that subjective 
means what belongs to the subject; and the pro- 
position — that what I judge to be right must, unless 
I am in error, be judged to be so by all rational beings 
who judge truly of the matter — (which involves that if 
I judge any action to be right for myself, I implicitly 
judge it to be right for any other person whose nature 
and circumstances do not differ from my own in some 
important respects) — this proposition, which is ob- 
tained by reflective analysis of our common conception 
of objective rightness may be applied as a condition 
of subjective rightness.^ 

But again, a man may have a right general notion 
of the end, but a wrong conception of the particulars 
that make it up. {E.g. he may aim at Perfection, 
Kealisation of capacities, etc. ; but may consider that 
a man is more perfect for possessing knowledge or 
taste — i.e. that of two men who have equally good 

^ Cf. Methods of EthicSy § 3 of chap. i. Book III. 
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will, one is more perfect than the other if he has 
more knowledge or taste ; or he may consider 
goodness of will the sole thing needful for per- 
fection.) Here he might be said to be formally 
right, but materially wrong. Similarly, he may aim 
at general happiness, but take an erroneous estimate 
of the particular elements of it : he may overrate one 
class of pleasures — e.g. the pleasures derived from 
material wealth in comparison with others. Thus a 
parent devoted to his children may slave to provide 
them with wealth, and succeed in enabling them 
to drink wine and have fine clothes and furniture 
all their days — but he may in this way not do so 
much for their happiness as if he had given them less 
money and more culture. 

It is a different case again (and perhaps the most 
ordinary case of well-intentioned mischief) when a 
man has a right detailed conception of human 
perfection or happiness, but a wrong conception of 
the means to it — e.g. he may erroneously think that 
he will promote the perfection or happiness of certain 
barbarous tribes by the mixed application of traders 
and missionaries ; but in fact the alcohol and 
European diseases that the traders bring in may do 
more harm than the good done by the appliances of 
civilised life, and the missionaries may do more harm 
in destroying existing moral sanctions than good in 
building up new ones. 

Taking these distinctions, then, and applying 
them to Green’s view, what does he mean by a 
Good Will ? Is a will good in his view if it 
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is directed to what the agent conceives to be uni- 
versal good, though his general notion of it differs 
from Green’s ? For instance, can a Utilitarian in 
Green’s view have a Good Will? Can a man who 
aims at perfection, but conceives it wrongly, or a 
man who uses wrong means for the attainment of 
perfection conceived rightly or wrongly, have a Good 
Will? 

I do not find that Green answers any of these 
questions clearly and explicitly; but it would seem 
that in his view a perfectly good will would involve 
a perfectly true conception of the end and of the 
means to it. And as regards the degrees of imperfec- 
tion due to one or other of the defects above noticed, 
he seems inclined to sweep away tlie difficulties of 
deciding their relative importance by assuming that 
good in effect will always correspond to good motive. 

It is (he says) only to onr limited vision that there can seem 
to be such a thing as good effects from an action that is bad in 
respect of the will which it represents, and that in consequence 
the question becomes possible, whether the morality of an action 
is determined by its motive or by its consequences. There is 
no real reason to doubt that the good or evil in the motive of an 
action is exactly measured by the good or evil in its consequences, 
as rightly estimated — estimated, that is, in their bearing on the 
production of a good will or the perfecting of mankind. The 
contrary only appears to be the case on account of the limited 
view we take both of action and consequences.^ 

This seems to me an arbitrary and unsupported 
assumption. 

I return to the question : What will afford an 
abiding satisfaction of an abiding self? The answer 
is given in general terms in the account of True 

^ Prolcgomeiiia to Ethics, § 295, read to end of section. 
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Good which appears in Book III. But as here 
given the answer takes various forms, not easily made 
consistent, and contains, obscurely combined, wider 
and narrower views of man’s true good. It is real- 
isation or full realisation (1) sometimes of capa- 
bilities, and (2) sometimes of moral capability. 
Compare § 172, p. 179, ‘moral good is the realisa- 
tion of the moral capability ’ ; but here capability 
= nature of moral agents. 

Let us consider the narrower notion first. Moral 
agent, as already defined, is equivalent to rational 
self-conscious agent, and I do not see why the self- 
conscious entity should be supposed capable of 
doing or being anything more than what we already 
know it as doing or being — i.e. self- objectifying, 
self-distinguishing, and combining. This is all that 
we know from Book I. either of the Divine or of the 
human spirit. Now self - objectification and self- 
distinction seem to be fully realised at present — 
at least, it is not clear how they could be more 
fully realised, but it is certainly not the mere ex- 
tension of combination which forms Green’s moral 
ideal. 

If, however, we take ‘ realisation of capabilities ’ 
in a broader and more ordinary sense, how is it to be 
measured and its elements compared ? Some capabili- 
ties — some capacities for being pleased — are realised 
in the voluptuary’s life. In fact, in human life, we 
are always realising capabilities to some extent, in 
every action, sensation, emotion, thought. And it 
does not appear that we find ‘rest’ or ‘abiding 
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satisfaction’ in ‘realising capabilities,’ as we are 
always doing this more or less, and never completely. 
Again, whenever alternatives are presented for moral 
choice, we have to choose between realising one kind 
of capability and realising another. By what criterion 
is the choice to be determined ? 

Sometimes to answer this question the notion of 
Perfection is substituted for Kealisation of capa- 
bilities. How Perfection is to be defined and 
measured remains equally obscure. Of this obscurity 
I shall have more to say presently ; but at any rate. 
Perfection will mean complete realisation of capa- 
bilities. What I now wish to point out is that there 
is a fundamental objection to Perfection (or com- 
plete realisation of capabilities) as end — namely, that 
it is an end admittedly not attained in this mundane 
sphere. This is true even if we take the narrowest 
view of it, and regard it as moral perfection or 
virtue. It does not appear that the path of moral 
progress, even if pursued with the most stoical con- 
tempt for all human good except virtue, is one in 
which the effort of the moral agent finds ‘rest,’ at 
least within the sphere of earthly life. Green, at any 
rate, does not maintain that it does : as we saw he says 
of the ‘ man who calmly faces a life of suffering in the 
fulfilment of what he conceives to be his mission,’ 
that ‘ if he could attain the consciousness of having 
accomplished his work, ... he would find satisfac- 
tion in the consciousness,’ but adds that ‘probably 
just in proportion to the elevation of his character 
he is unable to do so ’ : it would seem, therefore, 
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that he no less than the voluptuary is always pursuing 
and never attaining. 

Perhaps it may he said that if the ‘ abiding good ’ 
is not found by the man who is seeking perfection 
or virtue, it is at any rate approached by him ; the 
moral aspirant who is daily growing less imperfect, 
may not experience the satisfaction of attainment, 
but at any rate he is getting towards it.' But (1) 
what can this avail him if he never actually attains ? 
Why, in this supreme pursuit, are we to ignore the 
proverb that ‘ A miss is as good as a mile ’ ? And (2) 
even granting that the consciousness of approximation 
is the best substitute available to him for the con- 
sciousness of attainment in this earthly life, I cannot 
conceive in what sense this can be regarded as an 
‘ abiding satisfaction,’ unless there is a reasonable 
prospect of the continuance of his personal existence 
after death. 

Does then Green supply us with any rational 
ground for this expectation ? This question is dealt 
with in chapter ii. of Book III. {Characteristics of 
the Moral Ideal), to which I now pass. 

In chapter ii. the starting-point taken is the ‘gradual 
reproduction of the one divine mind in the human 
soul.’ It is ‘ in virtue of this principle in him that 
man has definite capabilities, the realisation of which, 
since in it alone he can satisfy himself, forms his true 
good.’ It follows of course that the realisation of the 
true good must be ‘ in persons.’ 

^ Cf. Prolegomena^ § 239 : — ‘ But of particular forms of life and action we 
may say that they are better, . . , because in them there is ... a nearer 
approach to the end in which alone man can find satisfaction for himself.’ 

£ 
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But this does not definitely determine the funda- 
mental question, whether the individual agent may 
reasonably look for its realisation in himself, or only 
in other persons hereafter, in ‘ a development of the 
human race which individuals unwittingly promote 
but perish in promoting’ (§ 181 ). 

And in fact this is a question on which Green 
seems to me obscure, partly because the question 
whether the end is to be realised in persons, in 
perfection of personal character, is not clearly dis- 
tinguished from the question whether it is to be 
realised in the agent in question; and the question 
whether I ‘ partake of the eternal ’ is not distinguished 
from the question whether I as an individual am 
eternal. In Book III. chapter ii., on Characteristics 
of the Moral Ideal, he says : — 

Although any other capacity may be of a kind which, having 
done its work in contributing to the attainment of such a state 
of being, passes away in the process of its attainment — as the 
particular capacities of myriads of animals, their function fulfilled, 
pass away every hour — yet a capacity consisting in a self-con- 
scious personality cannot be supposed so to pass away. It 
partakes of the nature of the eternal. It is not itself a series in 
time ; for the series of time exists for it. We cannot believe in 
there being a real fulfilment of such a capacity in an end which 
should involve its extinction, because the conviction of there 
being an end in which our capacities are fulfilled is founded on 
our self-conscious personality — on the idea of an absolute value 
in a spirit which we ourselves are. And for the same reason 
we cannot believe that the capacities of men — capacities illus- 
trated to us by the actual institutions of society, though they 
could not be so illustrated if we had not an independent idea of 
them — can be really fulfilled in a state of things in which any 
rational man should be treated merely as a means, and not as in 
himself an end. On the whole, our conclusion must be that, 
great as are the difficulties which beset the idea of human 
development when applied to the facts of life, we do not escape 
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them, but empty the idea of any real meaning, if we suppose 
the end of the development to be one in the attainment of which 
persons — agents who are ends to themselves — are extinguished, 
or one which is other than a state of self-conscious being, or one 
in which that reconciliation of the claims of persons, as each at 
once a means to -the good of the other and an end to himself, 
already partially achieved in the higher forms of human society, 
is otherwise than completed (§ 189). 

If we may infer from this that Green believed in 
the immortality of the individual, it remains difficult 
to see ivhy he believed in it. Granting that the self- 
conscious individual man, being a reproduction of the 
eternal mind, ‘ partakes of the nature of the eternal/ 
it is not clear that he partakes of it qua, individual. 
Observe, Green says, ‘ absolute value in a spirit 
which we ourselves are,’ not ‘in our spirits’ The 
thing of absolute value might therefore remain if our 
spirits are extinguished. Indeed, when we look 
closely at Green's argument just quoted, there seems 
to be some confusion of thought between the different 
meanings of eternal. Eternal may mean (1) not in 
time, or (2) perduring through time. 

Now so far as the self-conscious personality was 
shown to be ‘ of the nature of the eternal ' it was not 
because it perdures through time, but because ‘ the 
series of time exists for it.’ So far as it is in this 
sense eternal we certainly cannot conceive of its 
extinction, but then no more can we conceive of its 
perduring or abiding, still less of its progress or 
development — a notion which involves the idea of 
its change in time — in fact it is not the individual, 
qua individual, that is thus eternal, but the universal 
mind whose knowledge it shares and reproduces. 
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The same distinctions apply to the passage (§§ 184, 
185, pp. 193-195) in which he comes nearest to the 
question of personal survival. In this passage, how- 
ever, if we look carefully at it, the question which 
primarily interests Green is not whether the in- 
dividual John or Thomas has reason to expect con- 
tinued existence as an individual after death, but 
whether we have reason to expect that the life of 
the spirit will always be realised in some individual 
persons. What he is concerned to maintain is, 
that ‘ the human spirit cannot develop itself accord- 
ing to its idea except in self-conscious subjects 
. . . the spiritual progress of mankind is an unmean- 
ing phrase, unless it means a progress of which 
feeling, thinking, and willing subjects are the 
agents and sustaiuers.’ Considering the ‘ promise 
which the spirit gives of itself, both in its actual 
occasional achievement and in the aspirations of 
which we are individually conscious,’ we may, he 
thinks, ‘justify the suppositions that the personal life, 
which historically or on earth is held under conditions 
which thwart its development, (l) is continued in a 
society, with which we have no means of communica- 
tion through the senses, but which shares in and carries 
further every measure of perfection attained by men 
under the conditions of life that we know. (2) Or we 
may content ourselves with saying that the personal 
self-conscious being, which comes from God, is for 
ever continued in God. (3) Or we may pronounce 
the problem suggested by the constant spectacle of 
unfulfilled human promise to be simply insoluble.’ 
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Now doubtless the consideration of these three 
alternatives, the weighing of the pros and cons for 
each of them, is an interesting and elevating specula- 
tion ; but I fail to perceive that any one of them 
meets the difficulty with which I am now dealing. If 

The high that proved too high, the heroic for earth too hard, 

The passion that left the ground to lose itself in the sky, 

present us only with an insoluble problem, I do not 
see how the philosopher is to fulfil the task he has 
undertaken of showing the effort after an ‘ abiding 
self-satisfaction ’ to be rational. Nor, again, do I see 
how this is achieved by adopting the second alterna- 
tive, and supposing that the personal self-conscious 
being, now designated as John or Thomas, is to be 
‘ for over continued in God.’ For God, or the eternal 
consciousness — according to the definition given in 
Book I. — is necessarily conceived as unalterable ; it is 
eternally in reality all that the human spirit is in 
possibility, and there are no conceivable perfections 
that could be added to it ; and the process of man’s 
moral effort is surely futile if it is to end in nothing 
but the existence of that which exists already.^ It 
may be said that objections of this kind may be 
brought against every philosophical theology, unless 
it diverges widely from religious common sense : 
a plain man cannot but conceive the world-process, 

1 It may perhaps be said that I ought not to apply such a conception as 
‘ already existing ’ to a Being whose existence is expressly stated to be out 
of time. And, though I cannot profess to be able to reason about such 
a Being without tacitly conceiving it in some relation to time, I should not 
have ventured to use the phrase in tlie text if Green had not set me the 
example— in speaking (§ 173, p. 181) of a ‘best state of man already 
present to some divine consciousness.’ 
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Divinely ordered, as designed to bring about some 
good not yet realised, which must be good from a 
Divine or universal point of view, and yet he cannot 
conceive the Divine existence as at any time defective 
or wanting in any respect. I admit the force of the 
rejoinder ; only, unlike Green, I should draw from it 
the inference that we ought not to use these theo- 
logical notions, while yet unpurged of such palpable 
inconsistencies, as the basis of a philosophy of practice. 
For the purposes of Ethics we have to suppose that 
the world on which we have to act, is somehow, in 
some sense, rationally and rightly conceived as im- 
perfect. A Utilitarian has unhappily no difficulty 
in conceiving this — his difficulty rather is to bear up 
against his depressing consciousness of this imperfec- 
tion. But the difficulty exists for the Transcendental- 
ist, and we must press him with it. And when we ask 
how the imperfect reproduction of the eternal self- 
conscious thinker, which he regards as the essence of 
the individual, can be conceived to attain its true 
abiding good, we may fairly refuse to be put off with 
the answer that the eternal consciousness remains 
eternally conscious. 

There remains the first answer. Can we find the 
‘ abiding self - satisfaction ’ which a moral agent is 
supposed to seek, in the conception of a society of 
persons who somewhere, somehow, in the indefinite 
future, are to carry further that movement towards 
perfection which is so seriously impeded among the 
human beings whom we know? We might perhaps 
accept the solution — it being granted on Green’s side 
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that the human spirit can be abidingly satisfied with 
movement instead of rest, progress instead of per- 
fection. But it requires us to assume that a ‘ better 
state of humanity’ can be taken as a convertible term 
for the ‘better state of myself’ at which, as a moral 
agent, I necessarily aim. And in several passages 
Green seems to pass backwards and forwards between 
these two notions as if they might be used indifier- 
ently in his reasonings ; but it is not easy to see how 
his moral psychology justifies this procedure. He 
has laid it down that ‘ in all desire, or at any rate in 
all that amounts to will,’ it is self-satisfaction which 
the self - conscious agent necessarily seeks — ‘ a 
certain possible state of himself which in the gratifi- 
cation of the desire he seeks to reach (§§ 170, 175) ; 
and since he has also explained how the most charac- 
teristic human desires — e.g. love, envy, and ambition 
— depend on the conscious distinction between the 
desirer’s own individuality and that of other persons, 
I presume that we must maintain this distinction in 
interpreting the account above given of ‘ all desire ’ ; 
and therefore that the ‘ better state of myself ’ which 
I necessarily seek cannot be the better state of any 
other person as such. But if so, we must know 
exactly how the one comes to be identified or 
indissolubly connected with the other under the 
comprehensive notion of the ‘ bettering of man ’ or 
‘ humanity.’ By what logical process can we pass 
from the form of unqualified egoism under which the 
true end of the moral agent is represented to us on 
one page, to the unmediated universalism which we 
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find suddenly substituted for it on another ? I admit, 
of course, that the Divine Spirit, so far as it can be 
rightly conceived to aim at the realisation or repro- 
duction of itself in men, must be conceived as aiming 
at its realisation in ‘ persons,’ not in ‘ this person,’ in 
humanity, not in me ; but this only brings out more 
forcibly the difference that has to be bridged over 
between the aim of my one indivisible conscious self 
at its own satisfaction, and this aim of the Divine 
Spirit at a satisfaction or realisation which may just 
as well be attained in any one else as in me. My self- 
distinguishing consciousness distinguishes itself from 
the Divine Spirit as well as from other men ; and 
it cannot therefore identify the satisfaction of itself 
as so distinguished with the satisfaction of the Divine 
Spirit — granting this idea appropriate. So again, the 
mere fact that I am aware of myself as a self- 
distinguishing consciousness, and attribute a similar 
consciousness to other men, does not necessarily 
make me regard their good as my own ; some rational 
transition is still needed between the recognition of 
them as ends to themselves, and the recognition of 
them as ends to myself. 

Can this transition be obtained by dwelling on the 
essential sociality of men, the universal or normal 
implication, through sympathy, of each one’s interest 
or good with the interests of some others — according 
to the plain man’s conception of ‘ interest ’ no less than 
the philosopher’s ? In some parts of his discussion 
(e.^r. in Book III. chapter iii.) Green seems to rely 
to some extent on this line of reasoning, with which 
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the looser optimism of eighteenth century moralists 
appears to have been often entirely satisfied ; but I 
think that an exact consideration of it will show its 
inadequacy to establish the required conclusion. For 
granting all that is claimed, it only proves that I 
cannot realise good for myself without promoting the 
good of others in some degree ; it does not show that 
my own good is in any sense identical with the good 
ofi others who arc to live after me, so that it will 
‘ abide ’ in another form when my individual existence 
has terminated. 

Even if we give up the characteristic of per- 
manence and merely consider whether my good 
during life can be identified with the good of 
humanity at large, I still fail to see how this identifi- 
cation can be justified by anything that we know of 
the essential sociality of ordinary human beings. 
The ‘ better state of himself ’ as conceived even by a 
voluptuary who aims at dining well, is a social state: 
his dinner must be a convivial dinner if it is to be 
good ; but it does not follow that he contemplates the 
waiters who hand round the dishes as ends-in-them- 
selves, or has any interest in future good dinners of 
which he will not partake. This is a coarse illus- 
tration ; but the proposition that it illustrates seems 
to me equally, if less palpably, true of all the ordinary 
exercises and functions of cultivated social existence : 
the mere fact that I am a social being, that my life is 
meagre and starved if I do not enlarge it by sym- 
pathy and live the life of the community of which 
I am a member, does not necessarily constitute the 
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good of humanity my good : it brings me a certain 
way towards this, but it has not necessarily any force 
or tendency to carry me the rest of the way. Grant- 
ing that ‘ to any one actuated by it the idea of 
a perfection ... for himself will involve the idea of a 
perfection of all other beings, so far as he finds 
the thought of their being perfect necessary to his 
own satisfaction ’ (§ 370), it remains true that to most 
persons the dissatisfaction caused by the idea of the 
imperfection of other beings, not connected with 
them by some special bond of sympathy, is at any 
rate an evil faintly sensible as compared with the 
imperfection of the existence of themselves and those 
dear to them. The question therefore arises how far 
they should sacrifice their own good or perfection to 
promote the perfection of others. 

This latter difficulty, no doubt, only becomes a 
practical difficulty, if the greatest good of an indi- 
vidual is in any degree incompatible with, or 
divergent from, the greatest good of others ; for if 
not, whether I pursue my own good or that of others, 
I shall do the same thing. Egoism and self-sacrifice 
will be when duly enlightened two roads to the same 
goal. This latter view we find Green maintains. 
He holds that the true good of man is so constituted 
that no competition can possibly arise between the 
good of one individual and the good of any other. 
Now no doubt this, if true, relieves us of many diffi- 
culties, gets rid of many problems. But can it be 
known to be true, and how ? As to this, two ques- 
tions arise — as in most ethical controversies. (1) 
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Can this be maintained consistently with Green’s 
account of True Good and other notions ? (2) Is 

it in harmony with Common Sense ? In the next 
Lecture I shall point out that if so the common 
sense notions of Justice and Self - sacrifice — 
naively accepted by Green — would require profound 
alteration, and I shall examine how far this notion of 
a True Good which is non-competitive can be held 
consistently with Green’s wider notion of good for an 
individual as consisting in perfection or realisation 
of capabilities. The question is not an easy one, 
owing to the difficulty of getting a clear and precise 
view of Green’s moral ideal. For, as we have seen. 
Green puts forward two views — a wider and a 
narrower — of this ideal. 



LECTUKE V 

green’s account of the moral ideal 

In Lecture III. I examined Green’s conception of Moral 
action in the wider sense, in which it is equivalent 
specifically to human, as distinct from animal, action, 
and includes vicious and virtuous action equally. The 
virtuous and vicious man equally aim at Personal 
Good or Self-satisfaction. In the last Lecture I 
began the inquiry into Green’s view of the virtuous 
man’s aim, — which may be stated to be that by 
which self-satisfaction is found and not merely 
sought. What is the general distinction between 
the content of the good and bad Will respectively ? 
This is the question which Book III. on the Moral 
Ideal appears to attempt to answer. At the outset, 
in § 154, p. 161, we are told that the ‘real nature of 
any act of will ’ depends on the ‘ .specific difference 
of the objects willed under the general form of self- 
satisfaction ’ : it is here that we must seek for the 
distinction between Goodness and Badness of Will. 
What then is this specific difference ? 

I may observe that Book III. chapter i., in which this 
distinction is discussed, is largely controversial ; and I 

have purposely not taken up the controversy, which 

60 
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is mainly directed against views of Mill with which I 
disagree. The view, for example, which is attributed 
to the ‘modern Utilitarian,’ § 155, p. 161, is not 
exactly mine. When we have got through this con- 
troversy, it is, as I said, very difficult to reach a posi- 
tive statement as to the content of the virtuous man’s 
will, and the object of the virtuous man’s aim, the true 
good, the abiding satisfaction of an abiding self — but 
realisation of moral capability, and perfection, are 
used, and we must try to extract coherent instruction 
from these vague terms. 

As I have indicated, the whole discussion seems to 
ignore what is, in my view, a fundamental distinction 
between subjective and objective good and right. (It 
also ignores the distinction between right and good, 
but this may be passed over.) 

As Good for Green is convertible with Self- 
satisfaction, it is a distinctive characteristic of the 
true good that it gives true or abiding self-satis- 
faction, or rest. This he holds can only be given by 
complete self-realisation or perfection — that is the 
wider notion that he sometimes uses ; sometimes, 
however, laying down that the true good must be so 
far common to all that it does not lie in objects that 
can be competed for, he finds it in the narrower 
notion of Virtue or (still narrower) the Good Will 
or the Will to be good. I will briefly recapitulate 
my objections to these accounts. 

‘True good gives abiding satisfaction, or rest.' 
Why ? Why will not continually renascent satisfac- 
tion do ? What is the objection to the normal con- 
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dition of human life : desire — fruition — calm, fresh 
desire — fresh fruition, etc. — supposing the process 
could go on without any falling off in fruition, or any 
intermixing of pain ? 

But again : by Green’s own account the man who 
seeks perfection does not reach rest — ‘ in proportion 
to the elevation of his character he does not count 
himself to have attained.’ If it be said that he is 
approaching it and will attain it hereafter, we have 
to point out that Green’s philosophy affords no 
ground for expecting the survival of the individual 
after bodily death. As we found, this appears in 
examining the argument in Book III. chapter ii. § 189 ; 
but I may say that it will be even more clear to 
those who have studied Book I. carefully. For 
Green’s individual, as we there saw, is thought under 
two distinct notions: — (1) as ‘a function of the 
animal organism, which is being made a vehicle of the 
eternal consciousness ’ ; (2) as ‘ that eternal conscious- 
ness itself, making the animal organism its vehicle, 
and subject to certain limitations in so doing.’ Sup- 
pose the animal organism to come to an end by 
bodily death, no doubt (2) will remain ; but as it 
will cease to use the animal organism as its vehicle, 
we have no ground for supposing that it will still be 
subject to the limitations to which its action on and 
use of this organism subjected it. But take away 
the animal organism and its functions, and the 
limitations of the eternal consciousness connected 
with it, and what is left ? Why, simply the eternal 
consciousness without the limitations. 
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This Green partly sees. He speaks of ‘ the con- 
viction of there being an end in which our capacities 
are fulfilled’ as ‘founded on our self-conscious 
personality — on the idea of an absolute value in 
a spirit which we ourselves are/ not in our in- 
dividual spirits as such. So again, he suggests that 
‘We may content ourselves with saying that the 
personal self-conscious being which comes from God 
is for ever continued in God.’ But he does not 
seem to see how futile the pursuit of his end thus 
becomes. 

If, as Green maintains, my nature necessarily 
demands abiding self-satisfaction or rest, is it a 
sufficient motive for me to ‘ scorn delights and live 
laborious days,’ and struggle to subdue vicious desires, 
that when I die, the eternal consciousness will be 
remaining eternally conscious? For this it will 
surely do in any case : this kind of ‘ rest ’ is surely 
provided impartially, like sunshine and rain, for the 
just and the unjust. 

As we have already seen, similar difficulties arise 
when we examine another notion under which Green’s 
end is conceived — the notion of Self-realisation. 
What is self for Green? Essentially a self-distin- 
guishing, self-objectifying, combining, unifying con- 
sciousness. Nothing more, if we consider it apart 
from the ‘solicitations’ it receives from the animal 
organism, which are supposed to mislead it into the 
pursuit of pleasure. 

What then remains for it to realise ? Well, it may 
be answered, it can always extend its knowledge. 
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combine and unify more phenomena. And certainly 
we can form no other conception, on Green’s premises, 
of a progress in likeness to God — a progress, repro- 
duction or realisation of the eternal consciousness in 
us. For God, in Green’s metaphysics, is only known 
to us as such an agency. But this ideal of purely 
cognitive perfection is quite unlike Green’s, as 
expressed in the other terms : Virtue, the Common 
Good, Good-will, etc., and suggested by Holiness. 

How then are we to know anything more about 
the self- distinguishing consciousness and its self- 
realisation? One answer is, that we know it from 
the manifestations of its capabilities in the human in- 
stitutions of the past. To this (as I have pointed out) 
it may be said that all human life that has been, in a 
sense is realisation of human capabilities; but that 
does not supply a criterion between pursuit of true good 
and pursuit of illusion. The sinner realises capabilities 
— in this broad sense — as much as the saint. I lay 
stress on this, because it is important to recognise 
that one of the subtlest and deepest of the impulses that 
prompt intellectual natures to vice is the desire for 
full and varied realisation of capabilities, for richness of 
experience, for fulness of life. Again, human institu- 
tions have been developed not by self-distinguishing 
consciousness as such, but by groups of gregarious 
animals, possessing such a consciousness, but also 
desiring pleasure and avoiding pain. They give no 
means for interpreting ‘human good’ as something 
entirely alien from gratification of the desires of an 
animal organism, as Green interprets it. 
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I now turn to what is certainly the most attractive 
feature in Green’s conception of the end, if only it 
can be consistently maintained — its non-competi- 
tive character, and its consequent freedom from the 
difficulties in which Hedonism is involved by the 
occasional incompatibility between the greatest 
happiness of A and the greatest happiness of B. 
I cannot be accused of under-rating these difficulties ; 
in fact it was a main object of that part of my 
treatise on The Methods of Ethics which deals with 
hedonistic method to bring them into full view. If 
Green can consistently maintain an ‘idea of a true 
good ’ that ‘ does not admit of the distinction between 
good for self and good for others,’ his system will, 
in this respect, have a fundamental superiority over 
Hedonism. 

But can he maintain it ? It appears to me that 
he does not even consistently keep to it himself. For 
his own conceptions of Justice, Self-denial, Self-sacri- 
fice, as he himself expounds them, involve the con- 
ception of possible incompatibility between benefit 
to one man and benefit to another. — Let me show 
this. 

It is true that Green admits that ‘ we are 
very far, in our ordinary estimates of good, whether 
for ourselves or for others, from keeping such a 
standard before us . . . the conviction of the 
community of good for all men . . . has little positive 
influence over our practical judgments ’ — good being, 
in fact, ‘ sought in objects which admit of being 
competed for.’ But he entirely fails to see how the 

F 
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acceptance of the proposed condition of true good, 
that it ‘ does not admit of the distinction between 
good for self and good for others,’ inevitably alters, 
and alters radically, the common notions of virtue, 
even the notions to which he himself adheres most 
unquestioningly and emphatically in his delineation 
of the moral ideal. For instance, in a passage in 
§212 (pp. 224, 225), of which the ethical feeling is 
fine, he describes the refinement in a conscientious 
man’s sense of justice — how it makes him 

80 over-curious, as it seems to the ordinary man of the world, 
in inquiring, as to any action which may suggest itself to him, 
whether the benefit which he might gain by it for himself or for 
some one in whom he is interested, would be gained at the 
expense of any one else, however indifferent to him personally, 
however separated from him in family, status, or nation . . . and 
... he will not promote his own wellbeing or that of one whom 
he loves or likes, from whom he has received service or expects 
it, at the cost of impeding in any way the wellbeing of one who 
is nothing to him but a man, or whom he involuntarily dislikes ; 
that he will not do this knowingly, and that he is habitually on 
the look-out to know whether his actions will have this effect or 
not. 


This is a fine description, but consider what it 
implies. It implies, that in the view of Green’s 
conscientious man it is possible that he and those 
in whom he is interested may be ‘benefited,’ i.e. 
obtain good, at the expense of others : — otherwise 
why all this scrupulous inquiry? It implies that 
the promotion of one’s own wellbeing or that of 
one’s friends may really involve the cost of imped- 
ing the wellbeing of others : otherwise what need 
of this resolute impartiality? It implies, in short, 
that Good, as implied in the notions of benefit 
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and wellbeing, does really consist, at least to some 
extent, in objects that admit of being competed 
for; though Green’s theory of a true good denies 
this. 

How, after writing this description of an ideally 
just man. Green could possibly go on to say (§ 232) 
that ‘the distinction of good for self and good for 
others has never entered into that idea of a true 
good on which moral judgments are founded,’ I 
cannot imagine. That the distinction ought to be 
eliminated from our moral judgments is perhaps a 
tenable proposition; but the statement that it ‘has 
never entered in ’ seems to me in flat contradiction 
with his own account of the reasoning and aims 
of the ‘ conscientious man,’ whom he expressly 
contrasts with the ordinary man of the world. And 
surely a moralist who maintains even that the 
distinction ought to be eliminated, is bound, when 
he comes to treat of justice, to reconstruct the 
conscientious man’s notions of justice and injustice, 
and show us exactly what they come to when the 
distinction between good for self and good for others 
is eliminated. And I cannot perceive that Green 
attempts anything of the kind. 

There seems to me a similar inconsistency in 
Green’s use of another group of notions, common in 
ordinary modern moral judgments, but difficult to 
reconcile with his general conception of virtuous 
action. He speaks continually — especially in Book 
HI. chapter v. — of the ‘sacrifices’ made by the virtuous 
man, of his ‘ self-sacrificing will,’ his ‘ habitual self- 
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denial,’ his ‘self-renunciations,’ But if all self- 
conscious agents are always aiming each at his own 
greatest good or self-satisfaction, if the most 
virtuous only differs from the most vicious in that 
he seeks it with a truer insight into its nature, how 
can he, in the strictness of philosophical discourse, be 
said to deny or renounce himself in so seeking 
it ? What he denies — according to Green’s psycho- 
logy as expounded in Book II. — is not himself, but 
those impulses, influences, or tendencies, due to 
the animal soul, with which the virtuous man, as 
such, does not identify himself (compare e.g. § 146). 
These are ‘ solicitations,’ as we are expressly told, 

‘ by which he is consciously afiected, but which are 
not he ’ : indeed, as we saw. Green is even reluctant 
to call them his desires. And what, in strictness, 
can such a man be said to ‘ sacrifice ’ when he is 
seeking his own greatest good with true insight, 
and with the knowledge that his true good cannot 
lie in ‘objects that admit of being competed for’? 
What ‘sacrifice’ is there in giving up things that 
are no sort of good to one ? 

In all this I seem to find, in Green’s account of 
moral action, pagan or neo-pagan elements of ethical 
thought — in which the governing conception takes 
the form of self-regard — combined with Christian or 
post -Christian elements, without any proper philo- 
sophical reconciliation of the two. 

It may be said that these objections are at any rate 
merely superficial ; and that they could be removed 
by a change of language, leaving the substance of 
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Green’s thought unaffected. I cannot agree ; I think 
that when we examine in detail the content of 
Green’s conception of a true good for an individual, 
taking the notion of perfection or complete realisa- 
tion of capacities, we do not find it really so con- 
stituted that it cannot possibly come into competition 
with the true good of any other individual. For this 
realisation of human capacities is repeatedly stated 
to include ‘ art and science ’ as well as ‘ specifically 
moral virtues.’ The ‘ will for true good ’ we are told 
(§ 256) is — or rather, includes — ‘the will to know 
what is true, to make what is beautiful.’ In the ‘ life 
of thoroughly realised spiritual capacity ... we must 
suppose all that is now inchoate in the way of art 
and knowledge ... to have reached completion’ (§ 287). 
The development of ‘ faculties which find their ex- 
pression ... in the arts and sciences ’ must ‘ be a 
necessary constituent in any life which he [the educated 
citizen of Christendom] presents to himself as one in 
which he can find satisfaction ’ (§ 370). But if this 
be so, is it not idle to tell us that the idea of a true 
good does not admit of the distinction between good 
for self and good for others, and that a man’s true 
good does not consist in objects that admit of being 
competed for, — so long as the material conditions of 
human existence remain at all the same as they are 
now ? Virtue, no doubt, and the highest virtue — 
though not every particular virtue — admits of being 
exercised under any external conditions of life ; but 
the faculties that find expression in the arts and 
sciences — no. Indeed I should have thought that 
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a writer like Green, who steadily refuses to take a 
hedonistic view of ordinary human aims and efforts, 
must regard the ‘ realisation of scientific and artistic 
capacities,’ taken in a wide sense, as constituting the 
main motive of the keen struggle for material wealth 
which educated and refined persons generally feel 
themselves bound to keep up, for their children even 
more than for themselves. The thoughtful trader 
knows that wealth will enable him to provide him- 
self and those he loves with books, pictures, pro- 
longed education, varied travel, opportunities of in- 
tellectual society ; and, knowing this, he allows himself 
to adopt methods of dealing which sometimes, perhaps, 
are hardly compatible with Green’s ideal of justice. 
Similarly, the hardest choice which Christian self- 
denial imposes is the preference of the work ap- 
parently most socially useful to the work apparently 
most conducive to the agent’s own scientific and 
aesthetic development.^ 

It may be replied that Art and Science are good, 
but Virtue better ; that the self-devotion which leads 
a man to postpone to duty the fullest possible realisa- 
tion of his scientific or artistic faculties, is an 
exercise in which a fuller development of his nature 
as a whole is attained. I cannot conceive any 

^ I think Green unconsciously evades the difficulty \vhicli this choice 
presents, on his theory, when he speaks (§ 271) of ‘the conscientious man 
sacrificing personal pleasure in satisfaction of the claims of human brother- 
hood . . . the good citizen has no leisure to think of developing his own 
faculties of enjoyment.’ Of course his good man, being anti-hedonistic, has no 
theoretical difficulty in sacrificing his own pleasure or enjoyment — or indeed 
that of any one else ; but we may still ask whether and why and how far 
he is called upon to sacrifice the realisation of his scientific and artistic capa- 
bilities. (Cf. alsoj 0 (?s^, pp. 94, 9fi.) 
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empirical criterion of fulness of development by 
which this could be made to appear even probable 
as a universal proposition ; but if, for the sake of 
argument, I grant it to be true in all cases in which 
the occasion for such a sacrifice may be presented, it 
can only be because the superiority in importance of 
the ‘ specifically moral virtues,’ as compared with 

All other skills and gifts to culture dear, 

is held to be so great that the alternatives may be 
regarded as practically incommensurable. But if this 
be so, it seems to me that the promotion of the 
specifically moral virtues — considering the amount 
that remains to be done in this direction — ought 
in consistency to occupy so large a share of the 
practical philanthropist’s attention that Green’s in- 
clusion of art and science will turn out to have 
hardly any real significance. 

And this would, I think, have been clear to Green, 
if he had not somehow allowed his thought to swing 
like a pendulum between a wider and a narrower 
ideal of true good, sometimes expanding it to Culture, 
sometimes narrowing it to Virtue and the Good Will. 
When he thinks of full realisation of human capabilities, 
he brings in the development of artistic faculties 
and the cultivation of taste, as well as the develop- 
ment of scientific faculties and the pursuit of know- 
ledge of all kinds ; when he wants to bring out 
its non-competitive character, we find it shrunk to 
virtue and goodness of will. The wider ideal is in 
his mind when he speaks of practical social duty — 
for instance, when he speaks (§ 245) of the duty of 
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securing for the poor ‘ real opportunity of self-develop- 
ment.’ He says that now ‘ they are left to sink 
or swim in the stream of unrelenting competition 
in which we admit that the weaker has not a chance.’ 
Yet the most unrelenting competition does not 
interfere with the exercise of virtue on the part of 
the weakest competitor : he can will to be good as 
single-mindedly and persistently as his most successful 
rival — nay, as we know, it is the rich not the poor 
whom the Gospel warns of the difficulty of entering 
the Kingdom of Heaven. 

But further, when we concentrate attention on the 
narrower ideal, we find that Green is again in a 
similar difficulty as between the formal and material 
criteria of virtuous action. For sometimes a formal 
criterion is put forward in language which would 
satisfy the most orthodox Kantian, as for example in 
§§ 244 and 292 : — ‘ The only good wrhich is really 
common to all who may pursue it, is that which 
consists in the universal will to be good.’ The good 
will is ‘ the one unconditional good . . . the end by 
reference to which we estimate the effects of an action.’ 
On the other hand, it is explained that ‘ the good 
will ’ must not be understood to be a ‘ will possessed 
by some abstract idea of goodness or of moral law ’ 
(§ 247), as this would ‘ amount to a paralysis of the will 
for all application to great objects of human interest.’ 
But if pleasure is rejected and culture narrowed to 
virtue, what can these objects of human interest be 
except goodness of will in others, as Green says? 
‘ The essence ’ of the ‘ perfection of mankind ’ is ‘ a 
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good will on the part of all persons ’ (§ 294), which, 
as he remarks, we can only promote indirectly, since 
‘ all that one man can do to make another better is to 
remove obstacles, and supply conditions favourable to 
the formation of a good character’ (§ 332). But surely 
we do not get beyond a ‘will possessed by some abstract 
idea of goodness ’ by multiplying the persons pos- 
sessed of the idea. The question : What is good ? 
is not adequately answered by saying that it is the 
will to promote the will to be good in mankind: this 
solution obviously contains the unknown quantity, 
which remains undetermined, — Let me try to make 
this somewhat clearer. Let us take, for instance, the 
explicit statement in § 286, p. 309 : — 

The good has come to be conceived with increasing clearness, 
not as anything which one man or set of men can gain or enjoy 
to the exclusion of others, but as a spiritual activity in which all 
may partake. . , . Thus the ideal of virtue which our con- 
sciences acknowledge has come to be the devotion of character 
and life, in whatever channel the idiosyncrasy and circumstances 
of the individual may determine, to a perfecting of man, which 
is itself conceived not as an external end to be attained by good- 
ness, but as consisting in such a life of self-devoted activity on 
the part of all persons. 

It does not sound badly ; but if we ask ourselves 
what it means, what answer can be given ? Am I to 
regard nothing as truly good, as an ultimate object 
of rational aim for me, except this very choice of 
nothing but this state of will in others ? It goes as 
Aristotle says eit direipov, and we find that the idea 
becomes empty and absolutely devoid of practical 
guidance— t.e. the state of mind which we are directed 
to aim at in ourselves and others is a state which 
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involves a fundamental unanswered question ; Sup- 
pose us all willing the good, what should we all will ? 
We saw that Green sometimes acquiesces in this 
empty notion — for instance, § 292 : ‘ the one uncondi- 
tional good is the good will . . . the end by reference 
to which we estimate the effects of an action ’ (‘ uncon- 
ditional ’ seems to mean ‘ sole ultimate ’), though in 
other passages, as I said, he seems to avoid this 
emptiness by including in the content of a good will 
other effects besides goodness of volition in self and 
others — e.g. knowledge and beauty; ‘The will to know 
what is true, to make what is beautiful.’ But if the 
will directed to knowledge and beauty is a good will, 
then can it be reasonably denied that knowledge and 
beauty are good even if not the results of will directed 
to the ‘ perfection of human character ’ as an end ? 

It must be observed that in the latter part of 
chapter ii. of Book III. Green more or less recog- 
nises the difficulty of giving a definition of his ideal. 
Thus he says : — 

From the mere idea in a man, however, ‘ of something, he 
knows not what, which he may and should become,’ to the 
actual practice which is counted morally good, it may naturally 
seem a long step. We have therefore to explain in further 
detail how such an idea, gradually taking form and definiteness, 
has been the moralising agent in human life, yielding our moral 
standards and inducing obedience to them. 

Supposing such an idea to be operative in man, what must 
be the manner of its operation 1 It will keep before him an 
object, which he presents to himself as absolutely desirable, but 
which is other than any particular object of desire. Of this 
object it can never be possible for him to give a sufficient account, 
because it consists in the realisation of capabilities which can only 
be fully known in their ultimate realisation (§§ 192, 193, p. 203). 

But can he give any clear account at all ? In one 
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sense, as we saw, all human life that has been, 
has been realisation of capabilities. Are all parts 
of it similarly related to good ? If not, what is the 
criterion ? In a passage in chapter ii. of Book III. 
Green seems boldly to admit and face the impossi- 
bility of giving any definition which does not involve 
him in a logical circle. 

We have said (he remarks) that man can never give a 
sufficient account of what his unconditional good is, because he 
cannot know what his capabilities are till they are realised. 
This is the explanation of the infirmity that has always been 
found to attach to attempted definitions of the moral ideal. 
They are always open to the charge that there is employed in 
the definition, openly or disguisedly, the very notion which pro- 
fession is made of defining. If on being asked for an account 
of the unconditional good, we answer either that it is the good 
will, or that to which the good will is directed, we are naturally 
asked further, what then is the good will ? And if in answer to 
this question we can only say that it is the will for the uncon- 
ditional good, we are no less naturally charged with ‘ moving in 
a circle.’ We do but slightly disguise the circular process 
without escaping from it if, instead of saying directly that the 
good will is the will for the unconditional good, we say that it 
is the will to conform to a universal law for its own sake or 
because it is conceived as a universal law ; for the recognition of 
the authority of such an universal law must be founded on the 
conception of its relation to an unconditional good (§ 194, p. 204). 

His answer to tlie charge of moving in a logical 
circle is that the end — the true good — is in full self- 
conscious realisation of human capabilities (§ 195), 
but that we have no knowledge of this full realisa- 
tion — i.e. ‘ we have no knowledge of the perfection of 
man as the unconditional good, but that which we 
have of his goodness or the good will, in the form which 
it has assumed as a means to, or in the effort after, the 
unconditional good ; ’ and he says that ‘ it is therefore 
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not an illogical procedure, because it is the only 
procedure suited to the matter in hand, to say that 
the goodness of man lies in devotion to the ideal of 
humanity, and then that the ideal of humanity 
consists in the goodness of man’ (§ 196). 

In answer, I grant that the will to be good is itself 
a part of the ideal perfection : my point is that it is a 
part the knowledge of which gives us no knowledge of 
— no prospect of knowing — the rest, and taken alone, 
it fails altogether to give any practical guidance. 

With some idea of meeting this answer — as 
I suppose — Green falls back on positive morality 
and established social institutions. He tells us 
(§ 197, p. 207) that though ‘the categorical impera- 
tive can enjoin nothing without Uahility to excep- 
tion but disinterested obedience to itself, it will have 
no lack of definite content. The particular duties 
which it enjoins will at least be all those in the 
practice of which, according to the hitherto ex- 
perience of men, some progress is made towards 
the fulfilment of man’s capabilities, or some condition 
necessary to that progress is satisfied.’ But how are 
we to know these duties ? If we do not know in 
what fulfilment of man’s capabilities consists, how 
are we to know how progress is made towards it? 
Green answers that ‘ the system of duties ’ which the 
law of the State or the law of opinion recognises are 
‘ an expression of the absolute imperative to seek . . . 
the ideal of humanity,’ a ‘ product of the effort after 
... an unconditional good’ (§ 197, pp. 207, 208). But 
when I examine these duties — say Neminem laede. 
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Suum cuique — I do not find any reference to perfection 
of character as end. The evils that these rules aim 
at preventing are pain, and loss of the material 
means of physical wellbeing, or hindrances in at- 
taining these means; the good that they aim at 
distributing rightly is of the same kind. And even 
granting that men established this system of duties 
in the effort after perfection, why should we suppose 
that our ancestors, if they did not know what perfec- 
tion was, could tell the means by which it was to be 
realised ? 

Sometimes, as in the earlier part of chapter iii. of 
Book III., Green seems to think that to prove the 
sociality of human good as commonly conceived 
proves its non-competitive character, in the sense 
above considered. Here we find (§ 199, p. 210) that 
the ‘ self of which a man . . . forecasts the fulfilment ’ 
is a self with social interests, ‘interests which can- 
not be satisfied without the consciousness that . . . 
other persons are satisfied.’ And we are told that 
this essential sociality of the self cannot have been 
developed from animal sympathy which has no 
element of identity with it; since it involves the 
conception of others as ‘ ends in the same sense in 
which' a man ‘is an end to himself’ (§ 200). But 
granting this, it does not show that this sociality of 
the human individual may not have sprung from 
sympathy with pleasure and pain, together with self- 
consciousness and attribution of self-consciousness to 
others.^ 

1 Compare what Green says in §§ 201, 207, pp. 212, 219 of the Prolegomena. 
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However, the question of origin is not fundament- 
ally important. It is more important to point out 
that it is not clear how, either by sympathy or by a 
self- distinguishing consciousness, my own good is 
identified with that of others. It is difficult to see 
why the operation of self-distinguishing consciousness 
is to obliterate the difference — so far as natural desire 
goes — between Own good and Others’ good. It 
would rather seem to emphasise and intensify it, since 
a self-distinguishing consciousness must distinguish 
itself from other selves. Taking the notion of a 
common good or wellbeing as we find it historically 
in the development of society, and granting that 
the conception of a common good — the good of the 
family, the tribe, the state — is the root of social 
institutions, habits of mutual help, and judgments 
as to particular duties and virtues ; does the evidence 
of history really show that the notion of this common 
good thus operating is a notion of some abiding 
good, independent of the conditions of animal life, 
and that it is a notion of virtue, or perfection (or 
approximation to perfection) of character ? It is the 
tacit assumption that this is the case which seems 
to me to vitiate the reasoning of Book III. chapter iii. 
I do not think the assumption well founded, because 
I hold that the notion of a common good, so far as it 
extends beyond the preservation of the community, 
is determined by a conception of social wellbeing 
which, if not exclusively hedonistic — since it includes 
as a permanent element means to preservation and 
happiness — yet at any rate admits of a utilitarian 
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interpretation more easily than of Green’s, when the 
(question as to Ultimate Good is precisely conceived 
and pressed. (This applies to the conception of the 
family, the city, the state, throughout the evolution of 
society.) Thus in chapter iv. § 218 , p. 232 , Green says 
of the ‘ absolute and common good ’ that it is absolute 
as ‘independent of the likes and dislikes of individuals.’ 
There seems to me here a fallacious preclusion of 
Hedonism, so far as the appeal is to Common Sense. 
Common Sense regards common good as independent 
of the likes and dislikes of any individual ; hut not 
therefore of all. Just as it commends one man dying 
for his country but it would be absurd that all should : 
there would be no country to die for. So again, 
p. 232 , we read that the ‘ outcome of the process . . . 
exhibits itself merely as the intuition of the educated 
conscience that the true good must be good for all 
men, so that no one should seek to gain by another’s 
loss.’ (Compare § 240 , p. 257 , where this is re- 
peated.) I reply that to the modern conscience it is 
surely not manifest that from a mundane point of 
view he cannot gain, or that self-sacrifice, i.e. sacrifice 
of one’s own good, is not possible ; it is surely contrary 
to Common Sense to say so, and contrary to Green’s 
own statement. I admit, however, that the state- 
ment is more plausible in relation to the Greek 
conscience, and therefore propose in the next Lecture 
to examine carefully the comparison in chapter v. of 
Book III. between Greek and modern ideas of Virtue. 



LECTURE VI 

green’s view of GREEK ETHICS 

In chapter v. of Book III. Green turns to a historical 
account of his Moral Ideal with special reference to 
Greek ethics. 

In any discussion of this kind there are two dis- 
tinct things to consider : — (1) the ordinary morality 
— what I call Common Sense morality — of an average 
member of a certain historical society ; and (2) the 
synthesis of that morality, or the ethical systems 
formed by the thinkers who — in their effort to 
reduce the moral thought of their age to coherence — 
fall into schools. 

First, as regards the ordinary morality of the 
average Greek, Green seems to me quite to fail in 
showing (as it was his main aim to show) that in 
ancient Greece — any more than in modern England — 
the estimation of Virtue, aperij, has always had 
reference to character and state of will in men, 
as that which alone has ultimate value. In § 248 
we may observe how the erroneous implication gradu- 
ally becomes more marked. In a sense we should 
admit with Green, that, under the influence of 

domestic feeling, the ordinary well-behaved man 
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actually aims, in promoting the good of the family, 
at ‘ persons living decent lives in the future ’ — 
i.e. ‘ comfortable and not despised lives ’ — and 
that primitive valour had ‘ its animating principle 
in the idea of something which the valorous man and 
. . . others . . . were to become ’ ; though this — i.e. 
the continued existence, the prosperous existence well 
supplied with external goods, the honoured exist- 
ence — was not only or chiefly the existence with a 
certain character and condition of will. But when, 
passing to Hellenic ideas of the fifth century. Green 
speaks of there being a ‘ virtue ’ to be ‘ exhibited in a 
handicraft,’ surely we see that character and will 
are irrelevant ; did this ‘ virtue ’ at all depend upon, 
or consist in, a desire on the handicraftsman’s part to 
improve his own character or other people’s ? — It was 
the product of his handicraft that he tried to make 
excellent ; it was by his success in this attempt that 
his own excellency as a craftsman was estimated. So 
again, quoting Aristotle, he says: ‘Virtue was a Bvvani^ 
evepyeTiKy,Si faculty of beneficence; ’ but was that faculty 
of welldoing as popularly conceived, a faculty of pro- 
moting, or tendency to promote, virtue ? Surely the 
ordinary Greek understood ‘ beneficence ’ as Green him- 
self, in his account of J ustice, has been seen to under- 
stand ‘ benefit.’ In short there seems to me no jot of 
evidence that the popular conception in Greece of 
Virtue or Human Excellence either sprang from the 
‘ demand for an abiding self-satisfaction ’ or recognised 
a state of will or character of human beings as the ulti- 
mate object in which this satisfaction was to be found. 

G 
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Let US now pass to the ideal of Virtue of the 
Greek philosophers. This was doubtless, as Green 
says, not in their view a ‘ new ’ idea of Virtue, only a 
truer and more precise conception of the idea which 
they found in ordinary thought. But, according to 
Green, they did represent a ‘ heightened requirement 
of conscience.’ 

We speak (he says) of the change advisedly as consisting 
not merely in a new theory about virtue, but in a higher order 
of virtue itself. Socrates and his followers are not rightly 
regarded as the originators of an interesting moral speculation, 
such, for instance, as Hume may have started as to the nature 
of ‘ moral sense,’ or the evolutionists as to its hereditary develop- 
ment. They represent, though it might be too much to say 
that they introduced, a new demand, or at least a fuller expres- 
sion of an old demand of the moral nature. Now, though our 
actual moral attainment may always be far below what our 
conscience requires of us, it does tend to rise in response to a 
heightened requirement of conscience, and will not rise without 
it. Such a requirement is implied in the conception of the 
unity of virtue, as determined by one idea of practical good 
which was to be the conscious spring of the perfectly virtuous 
life — an idea of it as consisting in some intrinsic excellence, 
some full realisation of the capabilities, of the thinking and 
willing soul. Here we have — not indeed in its source, but in 
that first clear expression through which it manifests its life — 
the conviction that every form of real goodness must rest on a 
will to be good, which has no object but its own fulfilment. 
When the same conviction came before the world, not in the 
form of a philosophy but in the language of religious aspiration 
— ‘ Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God ’ — and 
when there seemed to be a personal hviman life which could be 
contemplated as one in which it had been realised, it appealed 
to a much wider range of persons than it had done in the schools 
of Greece, and moved the heart with a new power. But if those 

affected by it came to ask themselves what it meant for them 

in what the morality resting on purity of heart consisted — it was 
mainly in forms derived, knowingly or unknowingly, from the Greek 
philosophers that the answer had to be given (§ 251 , p. 270 ). 

This appears to me a strange medley of the 
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views of different thinkers, which I will try to 
disentangle. First, then, it ignores the special and 
prominent characteristic of the teaching of Socrates, 
which influences the whole subsequent course of Greek 
ethical philosophy, that the difference between virtue 
and vice depends primarily on the state of a 
man’s intellect or knowledge ; since, as Socrates 
argued with apparently irresistible force, ‘ every one 
wishes for his own good, and would get it if he knew 
how to.’ As I have said in another place : It no 
doubt seems to us an extravagant paradox to treat 
men’s ignorance of justice as the sole cause of 
unjust acts ; and to the Greek mind also the view 
was paradoxical ; but if we would understand the 
position, not of Socrates only, but of ancient ethical 
philosophy generally, we must try to realise that this 
paradox was also a nearly unanswerable deduction 
from a pair of apparent truisms. That ‘ every one 
wishes for his own good, and would get it if he 
could,’ an arguer would hardly venture to question ; 
and he would equally shrink from denying that 
justice and virtue generally were goods, and of all 
goods the finest. It thus became difficult for him to 
refuse to admit that ‘ those who knew what were just 
and righteous acts would prefer nothing else, while 
those who did not know could not do them if they 
would,’ ^ which would land him at once in the con- 
clusion of Socrates that justice and all other virtues 
were summed up in wisdom or knowledge of good.^ 

^ Cf. Xenophon, Memorabilia, III. chap. ix. 5, where Xenophon fully 
confirms what Plato’s dialogues abundantly illustrate. 

2 Outlines of the History of Ethics, chap. ii. § 3, pp. 24, 25. 
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And — as tlie Aristotelian author of what stands as 
the Seventh Book of the Nicomachean Ethics says — 
Socrates argued on the theory that want of self- 
control (^.e. volition contrary to judgment of what 
was best) did not exist. 

Plato, not abandoning the Socratic ethical inquiry 
after knowledge of man’s true good, but fusing it 
with a metaphysical inquiry into the essence of 
Reality, was led to his famous Idealism in the form 
best known to us, in which the objects of abstract 
thought constitute the real world, the notion of Good 
being the highest notion, ‘ even beyond being.’ Hence 
the unity of virtue for Plato was dependent on the 
unity of abstract or ideal good, and lay in the fact 
that the philosophic virtues were all manifestations or 
aspects of knowledge of true good. It is true that in 
analysing virtue as it exists in ordinary men, and 
even in those who are preparing to be philosophers 
but are not yet perfect in philosophy, Plato recog- 
nised appetitive and impulsive elements in man, 
liable to conflict with reason and requiring to be 
trained to submission to it ; but he none the less 
held that true philosophy necessarily carried with 
it all the virtues commonly recognised — the true 
philosopher must necessarily be truthful, temper- 
ate, magnanimous, brave, just, gentle. So that 
the Socratic doctrine is still maintained, though 
qualified : it is not will to be good, but know- 
ledge of what is good, which is highest and most 
essential. 

When we come to Aristotle, the inadequacy of mere 



VI 


VIEW OF GKEEK ETHICS 


85 


knowledge to produce practical virtue is more fully 
recognised, and there is a careful analysis of volition 
contrary to judgment as to what is best. But Aris- 
totle’s conception of a/oer?; or human excellence is 
even more markedly unlike the view given in the 
passage above quoted from Green than Plato's is. 
The ‘ unity of virtue ’ — if ‘ virtue ’ is a rendering 
of the Greek aper^, as it was in § 248 — is for 
Aristotle merely a generic unity. ©eaprjTtKf) aper-q, 
intellectual excellence, or excellence of the faculty of 
knowledge, is for Aristotle Speculative Wisdom, 
which has no relation to moral virtue, being con- 
cerned about eternal truth — objects of thought higher 
and nobler than human good and evil ; but the 
moral virtues are no doubt all involved in his 
conception of Practical Wisdom, and may be said to 
be unified by this notion. Aristotle has, however, a 
difficulty which he does not succeed in overcoming, 
in forming a consistent notion of practical wisdom ; 
as I have tried to explain elsewhere, the kind 
of reasoning which his view of virtuous conduct 
requires is one in which the ultimate major 
premise states a distinctive characteristic of some 
virtue, and one or more minor premises show that 
such characteristic belongs to a certain mode of 
conduct under given circumstances ; since he holds it 
essential to good conduct that it should contain its 
end in itself, and be chosen for its own sake. But he 
has not failed to observe that practical reasonings are 
not commonly of this kind, but are rather concerned 
with actions as means to ulterior ends ; indeed, he lays 
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stress on this as a characteristic of the practical or 
* political ’ life, when he wishes to prove its inferiority 
to the life of pure speculation. Though common 
sense will admit that virtues are the best of goods, it 
still undoubtedly conceives practical wisdom as chiefly 
exercised in providing those inferior goods which 
Aristotle, after recognising the need or use of them 
for the realisation of human wellbeing, has dropped 
out of sight; and the result is that, in trying to make 
clear his conception of practical wisdom, we find 
ourselves fluctuating continually between the common 
notion, which he does not distinctly reject, and the 
notion required as the keystone of his ethical 
system.^ 

At the same time I quite agree that for the 
chief schools of philosophers sprung from Socrates, 
Virtue or Human Excellence was the whole (or the 
main part) of the true good of individuals. This is 
true of Plato, Aristotle, the Cynics, and the Stoics.^ 
And it was no doubt the view of the main 
line of philosophers that virtue, to be truly virtue, 
must be chosen for its own sake, toG koXov evexa. 
But here the agreement of what I may call the 
orthodox schools ended — and in the case of all of 
them, it seriously misrepresents and obscures the 
relation of knowledge to virtue as conceived by the 
ancient thinkers, to lay the stress that Green does on 
will, and say that the ‘ direction of a man’s will to 
the highest possible realisation of his faculties ’ was, 

1 OvUines of the History of Ethics, chap. ii. § 11. 

® Of. pp. 105, 106 of Methods of Ethics, and chap. ii. of Outlines of the 
History of Ethics. 
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in their view, ‘ the common ground of every form of 
true virtue.’ 

Let us concentrate attention on Aristotle ; because 
it is with Aristotle’s view that Green is chiefly 
concerned — and acquainted. We find that in § 254 
Green renders Aristotle’s definition of ‘ the true 
good for man ’ {evhaifwvLa, wellbeing) : ‘ the full 
exercise or realisation of the soul’s faculties in 
accordance with its proper excellence, which was an 
excellence of thought, speculative and practical.’ 
It is, I think, misleading to call Aristotle’s ‘moral 
excellences’ or ‘ excellences of character’ (the ordinary 
‘ virtues ’) ‘ excellences of practical thought ’ without 
any qualification ; for Aristotle recognises a semi- 
rational element of the soul, capable of obeying 
reason — and in a thoroughly virtuous man, always 
obedient to it — and yet capable of conflicting with it; 
and for virtue there is required a right condition of 
this semi -rational element as well as of reason. 

But, confining ourselves to the thought-element, 
how are we to conceive the judgment of practical 
reason by which good conduct in any particular 
case is determined as an object of knowledge ? — ‘The 
pure morality,’ says Green, ‘which we credit him 
[Aristotle] with having so well conceived, must have 
meant morality determined by interest in such a 
good \i.e. realisation of faculties].’ But Green sees 
that ‘ interest ’ in wellbeing thus generally conceived 
does not get you far towards knowing what conduct 
in any particular case is virtuous. His answer to 
the difficulty is that there had taken place already : 
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. . . such a realisation of the souls faculties as gave a mean- 
ing, though not its full and final meaning, to the definition 
of the good. In fact, however, . . . the same spiritual prin- 
ciple which yielded the demand for an account of what^-was 
good in itself, and the conception of true goodness as determined 
by interest in that good, had also yielded a realisation of the soul’s 
faculties in certain pursuits and achievements, and in a certain 
organisation of life. Already there were arts and sciences, 
already families and states, with established rules of what was 
necessary for their maintenance and furtherance (§ 254 , p. 274 ). 

But the function of ethics, as Aristotle defines it, 
is to regulate all other arts. Hence if Aristotle is 
asked how he practically determines the Ultimate 
Good, by the conception of which the inferior ends 
or goods of other arts and pursuits are to be regulated 
or systematised, he can hardly say — he certainly 
would not have said — that the mere existence of 
these pursuits sufficiently determines it. 

No doubt Aristotle takes the definitions of the 
particular virtues from Common Sense : indeed, one 
of the chief sources of the interest that his work 
has for a modern reader, lies in the fact that it gives 
us, not merely the moral estimate of the individual 
philosopher as regards the qualities of character and 
conduct that he analyses, but the social estimate 
of his age and country, as it presents itself to the 
insight of impartial reflection. But in his interpreta- 
tion of Common Sense I find no hint of what Green 
suggests in § 255 : namely, that the ‘ habits of action, 
recognised as laudable ’ under the names of wisdom, 
fortitude, temperance and justice, had the value 
Common Sense attached to them as conducive to the 
‘ unfolding of his [the rational man’s] capacities in 
full harmonious activity.’ 
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When (says Green) we come to ask ourselves what are the 
essential forms in which, however otherwise modified, the will 
for true good (which is the will to be good) must appear, our 
anmver follows the outlines of the Greek classification of the 
virtues. It is the will to know what is true, to make what is 
beautiful ; to endure pain and fear, to resist the allurements of 
pleasure (i.e. to be brave and temperate), if not, as the Greek 
would have said, in the service of the state, yet in the interest of 
some form of human society ; to take for oneself, to give to 
others, of those things which admit of being given and taken, 
not what one is inclined to, but what is due (§ 256). 

Here we have Wisdom, Courage, Temperance, 
Justice. And Green implies by what follows that 
he is conceiving them as conceived by Aristotle, 

First, then, as regards the ‘ will to know what 
is true,’ I must point out that in the theoretical 
excellence of Aristotle — which he places above the 
practical — the exercised faculty of knowing what 
is true is the important point. There is no evidence 
that he placed any value on the mere will — which 
might exist in a ridiculously unsuccessful researcher 
no less than in a Newton. 

Again, ‘ the will to make what is beautiful ’ is 
quite un-Aristotelian. And, so far as I remember, 
there is nothing whatever said by Aristotle or any 
other Greek philosopher suggesting that the will 
to make what is beautiful is a part of human good. 
A good deal of loose stuff is talked about the 
Greek devotion to beauty. The truth is, that how- 
ever important the Greeks may have thought Art 
as a means of adorning life, there is no evidence 
that ‘ Greek gentlemen ’ rated the artist’s metier 
high, or that the philosophers, concerned for their 
own pursuit, tried at all to exalt it. In Aristotle’s 
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comparison of ^ioi, the artist’s has no place. Green is 
here (§ 256) modernising very naively. 

I pass to consider the virtue of avSpeia, commonly 
rendered Courage. Here, according to Green’s inter- 
pretation, the point is that pain and fear are to be 
endured in the service of the State. The essence of 
the virtue is ‘ self-devotion for a worthy end ’ which, 
says Green, Aristotle ‘ could only conceive ... in some 
form in which it had actually appeared ... he knew 
it in no higher form than as it appeared in the citizen - 
soldier who faced death calmly in battle for his State ’ 
(§ 258). Now if we are examining the causes of the 
special admiration given by Greek Common Sense — 
on which Aristotle is reflecting — to valour in war, I 
have no doubt that we are right in connecting it 
with the social importance of this quality, in an 
age when an individual’s welfare was more completely 
bound up with that of his State than is now the 
case, while the very existence of the latter was more 
frequently imperilled by hostile invasion. But I can 
find no trace of this view in Aristotle’s analysis. 
And I think Green gives a wrong impression of 
agreement among the Greek philosophers in the 
definition of avBpeia. The truth is that on this 
point the opposition between Plato and Aristotle 
is very marked, and is very characteristic of the 
difference between the preponderantly synthetic 
character of Plato’s thought and the preponderantly 
analytical character of Aristotle’s. In Plato’s dialogue 
on Courage, Socrates is made to say, in asking what 
is Courage (dvBpeia) ; ‘ I meant to ask you, not only 
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who is courageous in war, but who are courageous 
in perils by sea, and who, in disease or poverty, 
or again in political struggles, are courageous : and 
not only who are courageous against pain and fear, but 
who contend valiantly against desires and pleasures.’^ 
This is giving an extended meaning to the term : 
Aristotle on the other hand narrows it in its 
most proper sense to ‘death in war.’ ‘The dv8p€io<{ 
(valiant) is not,’ he says, ‘ concerned with death 
under any circumstances — for instance, not death at 
sea, or in disease. With what death then ? Surely 
death under the noblest conditions ; and such is 
death in war : for it is death in the greatest and 
finest danger. A man, then, will be properly called 
brave who is fearless about a noble kind of death, 
and things that suddenly bring on death : and the 
events of war are especially of this kind.’ ‘ No 
doubt,’ he goes on, ‘ the dv8pelo<: will be fearless 
at sea or on a sick-bed,’ but not (c.^.) ‘ as mariners 
are at sea.’ For ‘ experience gives the mariner 
confidence ; but the type of man we are speaking 
of gives up all hope of safety, and feels grief and 
disgust at so ignoble a death.’ - There is nothing 
here said of ‘ self-devotion ’ to a ‘ state ’ or to a cause : 
Aristotle is merely following closely and impartially 
the lines of Common Sense, of the ethico-aesthetic 
sentiment of his society. He appeals for confirma- 
tion to the ‘ honours given both in republics and in 
monarchies ’ : therefore what Green says of the notion 


* Plato, Laches, 191 D. 

2 Aristotle, Eth. Nic. III. 6, §§ 6-12. 
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being applicable to a ‘citizen-soldier’ and implying 
‘ active participation in a civil community ’ is quite 
unwarranted and irrelevant. Even an ordinary 
Greek would not have denied that a mercenary of 
the Persian king might be as valiant as possible. 

So when Green speaks, § 260, of the ‘ willingness 
to endure even unto complete self-renunciation,’ he is 
using a quite un-Greek and un-Aristotelian notion. 
Aristotle simply conceives the brave man as realising 
moral beauty in his act. ‘ The beautiful,’ he says, 

‘ is the end for the sake of which the brave man 
endures and does whatever is brave.’ ^ Green com- 
pares Aristotle’s account of fortitude with the 
Christian’s view of this virtue. In all that is 
said, §§ 258-261, of the enlargement of the modern 
Christian ideal of valour or fortitude ^ there is much 
truth, but I must point out that the ^Lo<; TTpaKTiKOf 
is not to be identified with the ‘ life of rational 
self-determined activity’ — this would ignore the 
distinction from ySto? 6€<op'nTtKo<;. 

In relation to Green’s general view of Good, we 
may ask why the ‘ Christian worker ’ devotes himself 
to the service of the ‘ hopelessly sick.’ Is it to relieve 
their pain, or only to make them virtuous — to pre- 
vent their pain making them vicious ? Then he need 
not concern himself with the pain of the virtuous 
sick whose fortitude will only be drawn out by it. 
But this is a digression. 

^ Aristotle, Eth, Nic, III. 7, § 6. 

2 We may make a distinction between the two, denoting by valour a 
disposition to face danger of any kind without shrinking, and attributing 
fortitude to those who bear pain unflinchingly. 
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I now pass to the notion of Temperance [(roxppo- 
a-vvT)). Here the un- Aristotelian interpretation of the 
KaXou, ‘the beautiful’ or ‘the noble’ that Aristotle 
conceives as the end attained in a particular vir- 
tuous act {evhaifiovLa — wellbeing, being the ‘ human 
good’ as a whole for an individual) becomes more 
glaring. 

To a Greek who was told that the virtue of temperance 
was a mastery over certain desires, exercised rov KaXov eveKa^ 
there would be no practical doubt what the motive was to be, 
what was to be the object in which a prevailing interest was to 
enable him to exercise this mastery. In his view it could only 
be reverence for the divine order of the state, such a desire to 
fulfil his proper function in the community as might keep under 
the body and control the insolence of overweening lust. The 
regime of equal law, the free combination of mutually respecting 
citizens in the enactment of a common good, was the ‘ beautiful 
thing ’ of which the attraction might, through a fitting education, 
become so strong as to neutralise every lust that tended to 
disqualify a man for the effectual rendering of service to his 
state, or tempted him to deal wantonly with his neighbour. It 
was this character of the motive or interest on which it was 
understood to rest, that gave to inocj^pocrvyy] an importance in the 
eyes of the Greek moralist which, if we looked simply to the 
very limited range of pleasures — pleasures of the merely animal 
nature — in regard to which Aristotle supposes the ‘temperate 
man’ to exercise self-restraint, would scarcely be intelligible 
(§ 263, p. 2831). 

Now all tbis is quite unhistorical. Though Aris- 
totle discusses the virtue of a-axppoo-vvT] at great length, 
and distinguishes carefully the pleasures to which it 
relates, and the attitude of the temperate man with 
regard to them, he never says (and Green almost 
confesses that he never says) a single word in this 
connexion about the ‘ regime of equal law ’ or the 
‘ free combination of mutually respecting citizens ’ or 

^ Compare also § 268. 
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‘ the foundation of sobriety in a truly civic spirit ’ — 
the whole discussion moves in a region from which 
these notions are quite alien. He simply says that 
the ‘ aim of the temperate man is to koKov ’ — that is, as 
in the case of courage, the quality of his act which 
corresponds to the praise commonly awarded to it 
— ‘ praise-worthiness ’ perhaps gives the idea best. 
The idea that aoa^poavvr) would not be laudable 
except in a republic — which is really what Green’s 
phrases come to — would have appeared to Aristotle 
absurd. 

As for the corresponding modern notion, I agree 
with much of what Green says, §§ 263 - 269 . But I 
think it might be more clearly pointed out that 
modern thought has come to distinguish several 
notions included — so far as recognised — under the 
Greek aroxfipoavvr}. E.g. ‘ Temperance ’ referring to the 
agent’s physical wellbeing, and ‘ Self-restraint ’ re- 
ferring to the performance of duty, have come to be 
distinguished in a way in which they were not dis- 
tinguished by Aristotle. 

But here I may digress to observe again that in all 
that Green says of modern self-denial to the end 
of § 270 , there seems to me a continual, though un- 
conscious, evasion of a fundamental difficulty. The 
end in reference to which desires have to be re- 
strained by ‘ self-denial ’ (but again why seZ/’-denial) 
is ‘ realising the possibilities ’ of others — for this 
people ‘ shut themselves out from . . . ajsthetic enjoy- 
ments.’ But do they not also shut themselves out 
from realisation of their own possibilities ? If Green 
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replies that ‘ moral capabilities ’ are alone important, 
then I answer : How are the poor shut out from the 
will to be good 1 The evasion lies in Green's con- 
tinually speaking of the sacrifice as mere curtailment 
of pleasures, which is of course indifierent to the 
anti-hedonistic philosopher. For we read (§ 270) of 
sacrifices of all except moral capabilities to help the 
realisation of possibilities of others. ‘ The good 
citizen,’ Green says, ‘ has no leisure to think of 
developing . . , his faculties of enjoyment ’ ; but this 
is not only enjoyment — a man who gives up ‘ search 
for knowledge,’ ‘ friendly intercourse,' and so on, gives 
up development of faculties ; and thus A’s intellectual 
development is as much an alternative to B’s, as A’s 
pleasure. This completer self-denial, we are told, is a 
higher ideal than the Greek, because it involves a 
fuller realisation of capacities (§ 273). But when we 
ask ; Is it of A’s capacities or of B’s ? — Green does not 
fairly meet the question. He says that A’s loss of 
‘ innocent pleasures ’ is indifferent ; and that the life 
of the Greek was not ‘morally the better’ for its 
freedom from limitations. But the point is : Does A 
sacrifice not only enjoyment but development? If 
not, why not ? If he does, development is not a 
Common Good in the sense of being non-competitive. 

However — to return to the comparison of Greek 
and modern ideals — I cannot accept Green’s interpre- 
tation of the Aristotelian ideal because of (1) the 
extent to which it ignores the superiority of dewpia and 
the ulterior ends of <f)p6v7]0'i<f or ‘jroiXiTiKij admitted by 
Aristotle (Green refers to this, § 287, but does not 
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appear to me to see its importance) ; (2) the un- 
authorised definition and interpretation of the end in 
any practical-virtuous act. And why did he confine 
himself to the virtues of Courage and Temperance ? 
I think the inappropriateness of his interpretation 
of Aristotle would have been more manifest if he had 
gone on to the others. And as Aristotle has a list of 
ten rjdtKal dperai , — besides Justice, which he treats in 
a separate book, — it is a little remarkable that Green 
should have confined his examination to Courage 
and Temperance. After these, Aristotle gives two 
pairs of virtues which are occupied respectively with 
the two chief objects of man’s more refined and 
civilised desire and pursuit — Wealth and Honour ; 
distinguishing in each case the kind of excellence 
which is possible only to a select few from that 
which is more widely attainable. Thus in the case 
of Wealth, persons of moderate means may exercise 
Liberality, but the more brilliant quality of Magnifi- 
cence is only attainable by persons of large estate 
and high social position.* 

And an examination of these would show very 
clearly how simply Aristotle is following the ethico- 
sesthetic — or even purely jesthetic — sentiment of ad- 
miration for certain qualities in the conduct of a Greek 
gentleman, and how far he is from conceiving self- 
devotion to a social end as essential to the notion of 
virtue. For example his account of Liberality is start- 
ling to a modern reader from its want of distinction 
between self-regarding and benevolent expenditure. 

^ Outlines of the History of Ethics^ chap. ii. § 20, p, 62. 
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Compare also his account of iie^a\o’<^vxia (High- 
mindedness). 

I notice one more point on which Green may mis- 
lead. Aristotle, though his definition of human good 
is primarily non-hedonistic, has nothing of the anti- 
hedonistic spirit which animates Green throughout. 
As I have said elsewhere, pleasure, in Aristotle’s 
view, is not the primary constituent of wellbeing, but 
rather an inseparable accident of it ; human wellbeing 
is essentially welldoing, excellent activity of some kind, 
whether its aim and end be abstract truth or noble 
conduct ; and knowledge and virtue are objects of 
rational choice apart from the pleasure attending them; 
still all activities are attended and in a manner per- 
fected by pleasure, which is better and more desirable 
in proportion to the excellence of the activity.^ 
Hence it is not surprising that some members of 
this school soon came to hold the Aristotelian 
doctrine in a hedonistic form — as in what now stands 
as Book VII. of the Nichoniachean Ethics, but is 
not, in my opinion, Aristotle’s own. If we compare 
this with Book X. we see what a slight change has 
made the doctrine hedonistic. 

But finally, as an account of the Greek ideal, 
presented by the philosophers, Green’s statement 
is curiously defective ; he, with some references to 
Plato, confines himself mainly to Aristotle ; and an 
uninstructed reader could hardly be blamed for sup- 
posing that the transition is immediate from Aristotle 
to Christianity. The most important system of the 

^ Outlines of the History of Ethics^ chap. ii. § 8, pp. 54, 55. 

H 
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three intervening centuries — the Stoic system — is 
almost entirely ignored. And Green, in fact, seems 
almost to have forgotten Stoicism. Thus he tells us 
(§ 279) that ‘Human brotherhood had no meaning 
for ’ the Greek philosophers ! But this ignores the 
‘ cosmopolitanism ’ that was a marked characteristic 
not only of Stoicism, but also of the earlier Cynicism. 
No doubt the ‘ brotherhood ’ of the philosophers — at 
any rate till we come to the later Roman Stoics— 
was limited to the Wise : still it was not limited 
by polity or race, nor wealth or social position. I 
think, too, that if we do confine ourselves to Aristotle, 
it is more difficult than it would be in the case of 
the Stoics to make Green’s view and the Greek 
philosophers’ harmonise. Thus Green says in § 281 : 
‘The idea of the good and of goodness which first found 
formal expression in the Greek philosophers . . . 
implies interest in an object which is common to 
11a men in the proper sense, — in the sense, namely, 
that there can be no competition for its attain- 
ment between man and man.’ But whv then 
the limitation of view referred to in § 270 — ‘To 
an ancient Greek a society composed of a small 
group of freemen, having recognised claims upon each 
other and using a much larger body of men with 
no such recognised claims as instruments in their 
service, seemed the only possible society.’ Why was 
Aristotle’s ideal restricted to a society of free men in 
the midst of a large group of enslaved human beings ? 
Because only so could the leisure necessary to ‘ real- 
isation of capacities’ be gained. And is not this 
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largely true of that ‘ realising the possibilities of the 
human soul ’ which Green has in view ? It always 
seems to me, too, that the Stoic distinction between 
Good and Evil, and Preferred and Rejected, is very 
much wanted by Green, — for instance, when he says, 
speaking of Justice, that the ‘just man is impartial 
in allotting benefit’ — since impartiality can only 
furnish a rule applicable to similar cases/ 

^ Cf. Outlines of the History of Ethics, chap. ii. § 15. 



LECTUEE VII 

green’s treatment op hedonism 

It is sometimes considered that Green’s attack on 
Hedonism is effective, granting his metaphysical 
doctrine that the Self, like the Eternal Consciousness 
of which it is a reproduction, is ‘ outside time.’ Now 
it is doubtless true that Green affirms the Self — the 
Subject, or Self-distinguishing Consciousness, which 
is non-natural and therefore free — to be not in time. 
‘ There could be,’ he says, ‘ no such thing as time, 
if there were not a self-consciousness which is not in 
time ’ (§ 52). 

At the same time, in both the strictly metaphysical 
and the ethical parts of his reasoning, Green con- 
tinually applies terms with a temporal meaning to 
‘ spirits ’ or self-conscious subjects, and to me at least 
these time-determinations appear quite essential to 
his conception of the universe. Take e.ff. the brief 
summary in § 180, p. 189, where he says that under 
certain limitations ‘ the one divine mind gradually 
reproduces itself in the human soul. In virtue of 
this principle in him, man has definite capabilities, the 
realisation of which . . . forms his true good.’ ‘ They 

are not realised, however, in any life that has been 
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. . . lived.’ But ‘because the essence of man’s spiritual 
endowment is the consciousness of having ’ such 
capabilities, the idea of ‘a possible better state of 
himself consisting in their further realisation, is a 
moving influence in him.’ Every feature in this 
description involves the conception of a spirit chang- 
ing and developing in time : if I try to apply it to the 
conception of a self-conscious subject not in time, I 
find it emptied of all meaning. 

I may observe that there is the same difficulty in 
Kantian ethics. On the one hand, in explaining our 
consciousness of moral imputation, in justifying the 
‘judicial sentences of conscience,’ Kant tells us that the 
human subject, so far as he is conscious of himself 
as a thing-in -himself, considers his existence as not 
subject to time-conditions, and therefore as an exist- 
ence in which ‘ nothing is antecedent to the deter- 
mination of his will' Thus the bad man rightly 
conceives himself as responsible for his bad character, 
which he makes for himself in a single timeless 
act. Yet in other parts of the Kantian ethics, the 
idea of time is essential — consider, for example, 
the notions of end and motive. And even in- 
finite time is essential. For we are told that ‘ pure 
practical reason forces us to assume a practical 
progress towards perfection as the real object of our 
will ; ’ and ‘ this infinite progress is possible only 
if we presuppose that the existence of a rational 
being is prolonged to infinity.’ Either of these 
doctrines is conceivable by itself ; but I do not find 
their combination conceivable. 
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Of Green’s view on the question of immortality I 
have already spoken. And in comparing his ethical 
doctrine with Utilitarianism, or considering his stand- 
point for judging Utilitarianism, I think we must 
abstract — as I have shown that he continually does 
himself — from the conception of the subject out of 
time. 

I now turn to Green’s polemic against Hedonism, 
which is contained chiefly in the following passages 

Book III. chapter i. §§ 156-170 : Pleasure and 
desire. 

Book III. chapter iv. §§ 219-239 : Pleasure and 
Common Good. 

Book IV. chapter iii. : The Practical Value of a 
hedonistic Moral Philosophy. 

Book IV. chapter iv. : The Practical Value of 
Utilitarianism compared with that of the Theory of 
the Good as Human Perfection. 

As regards the first piece of controversy, I need 
say but little, as I have dealt fully, in my Methods 
of Ethics, with the Psychological Hedonism of Ben- 
tham and Mill, and Mill’s proof of Utilitarianism ; 
both of which I reject. With a part of Green’s con- 
troversy against Mill — that which is directed against 
Psychological Hedonism — I am almost entirely in 
accord — that is to say, I agree with his conclusion 
that the object of conscious desire and voluntary aim 
is not pleasure only. And I agree in the main with 
the explanation he gives of the prevalence of the 
opposite error — that is, that pleasure normally accom- 
panies the attainment of the desired object, and that 
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hence it is easy to conceive this pleasure as the real 
object aimed at. But the same analysis which shows 
me that I do not always aim at my own pleasure, 
shows me equally that I do not always aim at my 
own satisfaction. I reject, in the one case as in the 
other, the conscious egoism of the form in which 
human choice is conceived — except in the insignifi- 
cant sense that I am conscious that what I desire and 
aim at is desired and aimed at by me — a tautological 
proposition. In fact, I find a considerable difficulty 
in distinguishing what Green calls self-satisfaction 
from pleasure. And so far as I can distinguish 
them, — so far as I can conceive the consciousness of 
attainment of a desired object separated from all 
pleasure, — it is something I do not desire. 

As I have before said, I have a difficulty in forming 
a precise conception of what Green means by Self- 
satisfaction and its relation to the satisfaction 
or extinction of desire. It would seem that if 
— as Green conceives — I ‘ identify myself with a 
particular desire ’ in conscious volition, the ‘ satis- 
faction ’ of the particular desire must be at least 
a partial and transient self-satisfaction ; and I have 
taken this to be his view (cf. § 104) and understood 
him to mean, w'hen he says that ‘ self-satisfaction is 
not to be found in vicious self-seeking,’ that com- 
plete or permanent self-satisfaction is not to be 
found. (This is my interpretation of Green ; it 
goes beyond what he expressly says.) Well, this 
‘ partial self-satisfaction ’ or ‘ satisfaction of particular 
desire ’ is normally a pleasurable consciousness, and 
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I can only distinguish the notion of Satisfaction 
from Pleasure by conceiving the former as the in- 
tellectual or cognitive element of the consciousness 
of attaining a desired end. But it appears to me 
not in accordance with the common usage of terms 
to mean by ‘ satisfaction ’ this cognitive element alone, 
abstracted from the pleasant feeling that is normally 
inseparable from it. No doubt we sometimes have 
the experience of attaining the desired end, without 
any consciousness of pleasure when the attainment 
comes. We desired a Dead Sea apple ; it turns to 
bitter ashes in our mouth. Here attainment of course 
carries with it the extinction of the desire ; but should 
we say that there was any ‘ satisfaction ’ ? I think not. 

Returning to the polemic against Psychological 
Hedonism, we find that this recurs again in the 
discussion in Book III, chapter iv. In fact it is, I 
think, to be regretted that Green did not separate it 
more distinctly and completely from his discussion of 
Utilitarianism as an Ethical doctrine. His view of 
the connexion between the two partly depends on an 
ignorance of the course of English ethical thought. 
This ignorance is shown in his statement as regards 
Hume {Prolegomena, § 3, p. 5) ; ‘ An act of a man’s 
own, necessarily proceeding, according to Hume, from 
some desire for pleasure.’ This, as a historical state- 
ment, is a simple blunder due to ignorance. Green 
must, I think (as editor of Hume), have read, but 
seems to have quite forgotten. Appendix II. {Of Self- 
love) to Hume’s Enquiry concerning the Principles 
of Morals — in which Hume follows Butler in arguing 
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against Psychological Hedonism, pointing to ‘ bodily 
appetites which necessarily precede all sensual enjoy- 
ment,’ and mental passions by which we are impelled 
to seek particular objects without regard to interest : 
‘ Nature,’ he says, ‘ must give an original pro- 
pensity to fame, ere we can reap any pleasure from 
it or pursue it from a desire of happiness.’ Being in 
this state of ignorance as to Hume’s views, whom 
he edited, it is not surprising that the anticipation 
by Hutcheson — a leading opponent of Psychological 
Hedonism — of Bentham’s formula for determining 
the ‘ material ’ goodness of actions should have escaped 
his notice.’ 

I have made this historical digression because I 
think it is partly Green’s imperfect acquaintance 
with history which leads him to mix up his polemic 
against Psychological Hedoni.sni so persistently with 
his polemic against Ethical Hedonism. This fusion 
is quite natural in a writer who has before him 
throughout Mill’s Utilitarianism — or rather a more 
or less incongruous combination of Mill and Bentham “ 
— as the doctrine against which he is contending ; 
but it is liable, I fear, to confuse those who approach 
the subject through my book. 

All this mingled and confusing polemic I pro- 
pose to ignore. Separating from this the argument 
against Ethical Hedonism, I find chiefly four points in 


^ Cf. Green and Grose's edition of Hume, vol. ii. Introduction, § 24. 

“ In § 340 e,g. the proof of Utilitarianism which is referred to, belongs to 
Mill ; but the ‘ principles ’ spoken of ignore Mill’s recognition of ‘ infirmity 
of character’ (Utilitarianism^ p. 14) and his distinction between desire and 
will (p. 59). 
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Book IV. chapter iv. : — (1) Duality of Rational Self- 
love and Rational Benevolence. (2) Uncertainty of 
Hedonistic calculation, as a source of practical weak- 
ness. (3) Essential transitoriness of pleasure — pleasure 
not an ‘abiding’ Good. (4) The notion of a ‘Sum 
of pleasures.’ 

On the first of these points I need not speak ; as 
it was the main aim of my treatise on The Methods 
of Ethics to exhibit this duality unmistakably, and 
the need of reconciling the divergent ends : and I 
shall recur to it in dealing with Spencer. 

The only addition I have now to make is to ask 
you to consider how far Green avoids a similar 
duality. As we have seen, if we take Green’s wider 
notion of Perfection, namely, complete realisation of 
capabilities, and understand this to include (as he 
expressly affirms it to include) the development of 
Science and Art, of the faculties of knowledge and 
of artistic production and appreciation, we cannot 
say that our own perfection or approximation to 
perfection and others’ perfection are not liable to be 
presented as alternatives, unless we ignore the facts 
of experience and the actual conditions of human life. 
And Green’s own language, in speaking of Justice, 
Self-denial, Self-sacrifice, etc., involves a similar con- 
ception of ‘ Good to one ’ incompatible with ‘ Good to 
another ’ — notwithstanding his assertion that True 
Good does not consist in objects that admit of being 
competed for. 

So again as regards (2) — the uncertainty of 
hedonistic calculation — I have aimed in The Methods 
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of Ethics at bringing out clearly the uncertainties 
of hedonistic calculation, and all that I will now 
observe is, that the uncertainties on Green’s view 
seem to me indefinitely greater, — both more complex 
and more fundamental, — if a wider conception of the 
end as the complete realisation of capabilities is taken. 
All the alternatives presented for practical choice 
involve different realisations of different capabilities. 
What criterion does Green offer for preferring one 
sort of realisation to another ? I find none what- 
ever ; and if the comparison of quantities of pleasure 
is difficult and doubtful, the comparison of different 
realisations of capabilities seems to me indefinitely 
more difficult and more doubtful. 

There remain objections (3) and (4) — objections 
to the essential transitorincss of pleasure, and to the 
sum of pleasures ; as regards the former of which there 
seems to be a fundamental and at present irremov- 
able difference between the judgments of value which 
are passed by different reflective persons. 

My own answer to the question of § 357 : Why is 
the ultimate good and criterion held to be pleasure ? 
is, that nothing but pleasure appears to the re- 
flective mind to be good in itself, without reference 
to an ulterior end ; and in particular, reflection on 
the notion of the most esteemed qualities of char- 
acter and conduct shows that they contain an im- 
plicit reference to some other and further good. 
In fact we have already seen that, even according 
to Green’s own account of virtue {e.g. of Justice, 
§ 212), this implicit reference is found to be to a 
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good that is not Green’s true good which does not 
admit of being competed for. And to a man who 
finds himself dissatisfied with the prospect of never- 
ending happiness for himself or for the world, because 
it has to be enjoyed under the condition of time, and 
therefore in successive parts, I can only say that with 
the poet 

I hold it good, good things should pass. 

With Time I will not quarrel. 

I pass to concentrate attention on the criticism of 
a ‘ sum of pleasures ’ which is less simple and requires 
more distinction and elucidation. This criticism we 
find given in two places — in Book III. chapter iv. 
§§221 seqq., where it is somewhat discursive and hard 
to follow, and more definitely and sharply in Book 
IV, chapter iv. § 359. Looking closer, we see that 
it is not the same notion that is being considered in 
the two places — in Book III. it is ‘ sum of pleasures,’ 
in Book IV, it is ‘ greatest possible sum,’ That this is 
so is not at first clear, as ‘ greatest possible sum ’ is 
used in the former passage ; but I think it does become 
clear on examination. In the former passage Green 
does not attack the notion as ‘ intrinsically unmean- 
ing ’ as he does in the latter. Indeed he says in § 222, 
that ‘ it is not intended to deny that there may 
be in fact such a thing as a desire for a sum or 
contemplated series of pleasures, or that a man 
may be so aflfected by it as to judge that some 
particular desire should not be gratified, if its gratifi- 
cation would interfere with the attainment of that 
more desirable object.’ In saying this, I conceive 
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that h6 admits all which. Ethical Hedonism requires 
to be admitted. He asserts, indeed, that a ‘ sum of 
pleasures as felt or enjoyed is a non-entity ’ ; but this 
only means that the pleasures cannot be enjoyed 
all at once, that ‘pleasures do not admit of being 
accumulated in enjoyment ’ ; but as no Hedonist 
ever dreamt that they could, the question need 
not be argued. If Green prefers to talk of ‘ series ’ 
or ‘ succession ’ rather than ‘ sum,’ we need not raise 
any difficulties ; and thus his objection becomes merely 
the objection to the essential transitoriness of plea- 
sure, to which I have already referred. 

Apart from this objection to transitoriness, what 
Green seems most concerned to argue in this earlier 
chapter is the inconsistency of Ethical Hedonism with 
Psychological Hedonism as he understands it: since ‘if 
all desire is for pleasure, it rather follows that a sum 
of pleasures carmot be desired, since it is not a plea- 
sure, and can only be conceived, not felt or imagined ’ 
(§ 221, Analytical summary, p. xxiv.). Now, though 
this polemic is not directed against any view that I 
hold, I cannot admit the validity of Green’s criticism. 
I do not admit his statement here that ‘ a desire to 
satisfy oneself, ... as distinct from desire for a feeling 
of pleasure,’ is ‘ necessary even to desire for a sum of 
pleasures ’ (§ 222) ; nor his statement that ‘ it is not 
the pleasures as a sum that attract ’ a man, because 
he cannot ‘ imagine them as a sum ’ (§ 228). I 
should answer : Certainly he cannot imagine the 
pleasures to be felt as a sum. But so far as they 
admit of being quantitatively compared at all — and 
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Green does not deny that they can be quantitatively 
compared in some degree, he does not intend to 
deny that certain courses of action ‘ tend to make 
life more pleasant on the whole,’ or that ‘ an over- 
balance of pain on the whole would result to those 
capable of being affected by it’ from certain other 
courses of action — pleasures can be summed in 
thought, i.e. they can be thought in the aggregate ; 
and it is as so summed that they attract a man qua 
rational being. 

To say that ‘ desire of pleasure ’ and ‘ desire of 
greatest amount of pleasure ’ are different, is true ; 
but desire of greatest amount of pleasure or deter- 
mination to take greatest amount of pleasure as end, 
is, in my view, the form which the desire of pleasure 
necessarily takes in a reflective mind, capable of com- 
paring pleasures quantitatively. If I am asked : Why 
should I choose action tending to produce a larger 
sum of less intense pleasures and not a more intense 
but briefer pleasure ? I answer : If it be granted that 
pleasure as the end is made up of elements capable 
of quantitative comparison, it is self-evident that the 

and that ex vi termini the larger sum made up of less 
intense pleasures is the greater quantum of pleasure. 

Let us now pass to the more definite attack in 

Book IV. chapter iv. The phrase greatest possible 

sum of pleasures seems, says Green, 

to be intrinsically as unmeaning as it would be to speak 
of a greatest possible quantity of time or space. The sum of 
pleasures plainly admits of indefinite increase, with the continued 
existence of sentient beings capable of pleasure. It is greater 
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to-day than it was yesterday, and, unless it has suddenly come 
to pass that experiences of pain outnumber experiences of plea- 
sure, it will be greater to-morrow than it is to-day ; but it will 
never be complete while sentient beings exist. To say that 
ultimate good is a greatest possible sum of pleasures, strictly 
taken, is to say that it is an end which for ever recedes ; which 
is not only unattainable, but from the nature of the case can 
never be more nearly approached ; and such an end clearly can- 
not serve the purposes of a criterion, by enabling us to distin- 
guish actions which bring men nearer to it from those that do 
not (§ 359, p. 401). 

Now, doubtless, absolute time and space, or the 
time and space within fixed limits, cannot be in- 
creased. The answer of Emerson’s Indian to the 
philosopher who complained that he had not enough 
time, ‘ I suppose you have all there is,’ was from this 
point of view incontrovertible. But surely we do 
speak of the greatest possible quantity of time and 
space obtainable for given purposes under given con- 
ditions : I plan the arrangement of my day’s engage- 
ments to obtain the greatest possible amount of time 
for effective study ; I plan the arrangement of my 
book-shelves to obtain the greatest possible amount 
of space for my books. Surely Green would not say 
that it is intrinsically unmeaning to speak of a man 
as aiming at the greatest possible length of life. 
And when the Utilitarian is aiming at the greatest 
possible happiness under certain definitely conceived 
conditions — imperfectly known, no doubt, and 
especially imperfectly foreseen — it is just the fact 
that his rational aim is limited by his foresight that 
renders Green’s objection on account of ‘ indefinite 
increase’ altogether irrelevant. But the objection 
that the series is possibly infinite has no theoretical 
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validity, even apart from the actual limitation of 
foresight ; for it may, notwithstanding, be capable of 
being made greater or less, and that is all that we 
require for a practical criterion. 

‘To say,’ Green goes on, ‘that ultimate good is 
a greatest possible sum of pleasures ’is ‘to say that 
it is an end which for ever recedes.’ But surely an 
end, as a practical notion, must be always in the 
future : we could not possibly aim at realising it 
if it were not. He says, finally, that it cannot 
serve the purpose of a criterion, because we cannot 
‘ distinguish actions which bring men nearer to it 
from those that do not.’ That is the argument 
I have answered in Methods of Ethics, Book 11. 
chapter iii. § 1 and I still think the answer valid and 
adequate. Green illegitimately imports his special 
notion of an end as something to which right actions 
only bring us nearer. I contend that if we once 
admit that Ultimate Good may be something capable 
of being more or less realised in successive periods of 
time, the utilitarian criterion (maximum happiness) 


^ ‘ Bul unless the transiency of pleasure diminishes its pleasantness . . . 
I cannot see that the possibility of realising the Hedonistic end is at all 
affected by the necessity of realising it in successive parts. The argument 
seems to assume that by an End must be meant a goal or consummation 
which, after gradually drawing nearer to it, we reach all at once ; but this is 
not, I conceive, the sense in which the word is ordinarily understood by 
ethical writers : and certainly all that I mean by it is an object of rational 
aim — whether attained in successive parts or not — which is not sought as a 
means to the attainment of any ulterior object, but for itself. And so long 
as any one’s prospective balance of pleasure over pain admits of being made 
greater or less by immediate action in one way or another, there seems 
no reason why Maximum Happiness should not provide as serviceable a 
criterion of conduct as any Chief Good capable of being possessed all at 
once, or in some way independent of the condition of time’ {Methods of 
Ethics ^ p. 134). 
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is one that clearly enables us to decide between two 
courses of conduct, one of which promises a realisa- 
tion of more of this good and another of less, within 
the period capable of being foreseen. 

To Green’s objection that moral approval is impos- 
sible without reference to an ideal of a perfect state of 
existence, I answer ; Why ? Why cannot approval 
be given to this preference of more good to less, 
without introducing the notion of a possible maximum ? 
In fact it is to such a preference that my approval, and, 
I believe, the approval of men in general, is given. 
If I had to wait to convince myself that a perfect 
state of existence was possible for humanity, before 
approving or disapproving of human actions, I should 
be waiting still. 

It follows from this that Green’s effort to ‘ make 
sense of’ the Utilitarian theory is laudable but only 
partially successful : he fails to see that the Utili- 
tarian’s Ultimate Good is not like his own a Utopia 
which we may come nearer to or imitate, but a kind 
of existence which is continually being realised in 
some degree. The Utilitarian— with the exception 
of Mr. Spencer — is not thinking of a ‘certain sort 
of social life ’ such that no one gains pleasure at 
the expense of another : he does not know and need 
not know that such a life is possible, nor could the 
Utilitarian consistently prefer it to a life in which 
there is more pleasure on the whole, though other- 
wise distributed. Nor again would he prefer a life 
with as little pain as possible, supposing that a 
diminution of pain in any direction involved a greater 

I 
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diminution of pleasure. In short, Green’s effort ‘ to 
make sense’ of the Utilitarian theory eliminates or 
obscures the quantitative element of the notion of 
the end ; and the argument which follows in § 361 , 
to show that the notion (thus rendered indefinite 
by Green) is less definite than Green’s own ‘ end,’ 
becomes unimportant. 

In § 362 Green does not dispute the conduciveness 
of general virtue to general happiness, but says that 
the adoption at an earlier time of Utilitarianism 
would not have promoted the development of virtue. 
I do not see how he can know this. If he admits 
that Virtue as generally recognised is conducive to 
general happiness, how does he know that if men 
had been Utilitarians, they would not have found 
this out, and promoted virtue accordingly on utili- 
tarian grounds ? But granting that they would 
not, that does not prove that the adoption of Utili- 
tarianism now would not promote the development 
of virtue. It may be — I think it is — true that 
Utilitarianism is only adapted for practical use 
by human beings at an advanced stage of their 
intellectual development. ‘ The times past of our 
moral intuitions God winked at, but now commandeth 
all men to follow calculations of utility.’ Finally, the 
contention of § 363 , that the ‘ conception of the good 
as human perfection does help us to interpret conven- 
tional morality and thus to see the direction in which 
we should sometimes go beyond it’ (p. xxxiii.), seems 
to me a purely dogmatic assertion unsupported by 
proofs. I cannot find in § 363 , pp. 405 , 406 , any 
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indication of the manner in which the notion of 
perfection supplies a rational method for reforming 
conventional morality ; nor can I find it anywhere in 
the book. If I could have found it, I would have 
examined it critically, but I can find nothing 
sufficiently definite for criticism to bite upon. 



LECTURE VIII 

green’s treatment of hedonism { continued ) 

I WILL now recapitulate the general discussion 
in the last Lecture of Green’s polemic against 
Hedonism. 

I first dealt with the metaphysical point that the 
self according to Green is ‘ out of time,’ and there- 
fore ‘ its satisfaction if sought at all must be sought 
out of time.’ I pointed out that the existence of the 
human self or subject is characterised by Green 
himself as a ‘ gradual reproduction of the eternal 
consciousness,’ and that its true good is said to con- 
sist in a ‘ further realisation ’ of capabilities not yet 
realised (§ 180 ). Time, therefore, is essentially in- 
volved in the conception of the Self so far as ethical. 
And I noted that Green gives us no ground for con- 
ceiving — and hardly himself appears definitely to 
conceive — the limitations, the finiteness, of the 
human spirit, as a characteristic belonging to it, 
except so far as it is conceived under the form of 
time. Abstract from time and all that belongs to 
time, and there would seem to be only the eternal 
consciousness left. 

I then passed to consider that part of Green’s 
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controversy — directed primarily against Mill — which 
relates to Avhat I call Psychological Hedonism. Here 
I am in agreement with Green as against Mill, in 
holding that the object of a man’s conscious desire 
and voluntary aim is not always his own pleasure ; 
but the same reflective analysis which convinces me 
of this, shows me equally that I do not always con- 
sciously aim at self-satisfaction. That is, so far as I 
can distinguish ‘ satisfaction ’ from pleasure ; but this 
I can only do by putting an unusual meaning on the 
term and taking it to denote the intellectual element 
of the consciousness of attainment of a desired object 
— or, if you like, realisation of capacities previously 
recognised or felt as needing realisation — as dis- 
tinguished from the feeling element of such conscious- 
ness. I ought to add that, so far as I make this 
abstraction, it is pleasure and not self-satisfaction 
so abstracted which I desire and regard as desirable ; 
but I do not affirm that a separation between the 
two is possible — to me the proposition that I 
always desire my own satisfaction, would involve the 
proposition that I always desire my own pleasure. 
So far as I can analyse my own consciousness both 
are equally false — as, for instance, in the case of 
desire for posthumous fame, or for the permanence 
of the British Empire. 

I then, making a brief historical digression, noticed 
Green’s imperfect acquaintance with the history of 
English ethical thought — which makes him always 
think, and repeatedly say, that the utilitarian 
doctrine of the Chief Good as a criterion was 
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originally and is most naturally connected with the 
hedonistic doctrine that ‘ pleasure is the sole mo tive ' ; 
in ignorance apparently of the development of 
thought represented by Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, 
and of the fact that Hutcheson, the leading opponent 
of the hedonistic doctrine of motives, yet anticipates 
Bentham in his formula for determining material 
goodness. Any one who takes a comprehensive and 
impartial survey of the history of English ethical 
thought as a whole will see the notion of Good becom- 
ing gradually more precisely defined as Pleasure, from 
Cumberland to Hutcheson, Hume and Bentham, while 
at the same time the disinterestedness of human 
desires is maintained with increasing clearness and 
definiteness up to Hutcheson ; and is even maintained 
by Hume. Here I noted Green’s error of attributing 
Psychological Hedonism without qualification to 
Hume and to Mill — ignoring Hume’s acceptance 
of Butler’s doctrine of extra- regarding desires, and 
Mill’s important distinction between the direction 
of Desire, and the direction — through habit — of Will. 

I next passed to consider Green’s attack on Ethical 
Hedonism (the doctrine that Pleasure is the Ultimate 
Good). I asked you to distinguish four points 
against which the attack is’ directed. (1) The Duality 
of Kational Self-love and Kational Benevolence. (2) 
The uncertainty of Hedonistic calculation. (3) The 
essential traiisitoriness of pleasure — pleasure not an 
‘abiding’ Good. (4) The notion of a ‘Sum of 
pleasures.’ 

As regards (1)1 pointed out that it was the object 
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of my Methods of Ethics to exhibit clearly this 
duality — and its consequences as regards ethical 
method. I allowed that the practical objection (2) 
has undoubtedly some force. A clear and certain 
forecast of consequences must affect a man’s will 
more than a doubtful or uncertain forecast. I sup- 
pose, for instance, that much fewer rich people who 
ought not to drink champagne would do so, if they 
were quite sure that gout would follow — even at a 
long interval. But the degree of weight to be 
attached to the objection varies very much with the 
individual. There remained the other two theoretical 
arguments. 

As to (3) what is alleged had to be admitted. Nor 
do I now recur to the inquiry how far Green’s system 
really offers a more abiding good ; to his criticism of 
Hedonism a mere tu quoque would be a poor reply. 
The question is as to the force of this criticism. Here 
I think there is not much room for argument, when 
the question is fairly stated. ‘ Life is essentially change, 
and the good life must be essentially life.’ I cannot 
in the least understand the objection to a good to be 
possessed and enjoyed in successive parts, except as 
based upon or springing out of an objection to life 
itself. To persons so constituted that they cannot 
contemplate never - ending happiness as Ultimate 
Good, I can only say that I permanently, deliber- 
ately, and contentedly contemplate a prospective Jiow 
— needless implication of discontinuity is conveyed 
by series — of happiness, unending by preference, as 
the sole conceivable ultimate good for man. 
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I passed finally to the fourth objection — the objec- 
tion to the notion of a ‘ sum of pleasures.’ Here 
Green’s polemical argument appears partly to repeat or 
depend upon arguments already discussed. Thus he 
affirms again and again, that if all desire is for pleasure, 
a sum of pleasures cannot be desired, because pleasure 
cannot be desired or imagined as a sum. These 
objections seem to me idle : — it is like arguing gravely 
that a man cannot desire to live till ninety because 
he cannot imagine but only conceive or think the 
number that is a product of 9 x 10 1 As I have said, 
I hold that desire of the greatest sum of pleasure, 
or determination to take greatest amount of pleasure 
as end, is the form which the desire of pleasure 
normally assumes in a rational mind. And so far 
as we can quantitatively compare, in the forecast 
of practical thought, the pleasures attending respec- 
tively alternative courses of conduct, the question 
how far we can imagine or ‘ forefeel ’ them is practi- 
cally important only because the defect of imagination 
is the normal cause of the divergence and conflict 
between prudential reason and non-rational appetites 
and desires. 

Thus, apart from Psychological Hedonism, Green’s 
objection to the hedonistic end as ‘ sum of 
pleasures’ appears to be partly material, and so far 
is a repetition of the objection to their transitori- 
ness — ‘they are not enjoyable as a sum.’ Partly 
it may be a formal or even verbal objection to the 
use of the term ‘sum’ as applied to a succession 
of transient facts that cannot coexist. This is not 
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clearly stated by Green, but I think it was in his 
mind, and to this the reply is that in ordinary thought 
and discourse we do continually sum things that can- 
not co-exist ; ^ so far as I know, not even a meta- 
physician has ever objected to this, except in the 
single case of pleasures. Putting these objections 
aside, what is left seems really directed against not 
^ sum of pleasures ’ but ‘ greatest possible sum ’ ; and 
in answer to this I pointed out that an end as a 
practical notion must be always in the future, and 
that as long as any one’s prospective balance of 
pleasure may be made greater or less by immediate 
action, maximum happiness provides a serviceable 
criterion of conduct. 

I go on now to the polemic directed against myself 
in Book IV. chapter iv. of the Prolegomena — where 
objection to the ‘ sum of pleasures ’ expressly takes 
the form of objection to ‘greatest possible sum.’ But 
I must pause to notice an argument which illustrates 
the curious want of distinction in Green’s mind be- 
tween ‘ good in prospect ’ and ‘ good in fruition.’ An 
‘ enlightened and dispassionate ’ inquirer, he says, 

will be likely to call in question the common assumption 
that the aggregate of pleasures at any time enjoyed might, 
under the. circumstances, be greater than it is. He will see that 
this assumption conflicts with the principles on which ‘ the proof 

1 Historians, statisticians, and plain men are continually summing facts 
and events that do not coexist — the deaths in a year from such and such a 
disease, or the deaths generally, or the births and marriages, or the battles 
in a war, or the wars in a century, or the Kings of England since the Con- 
quest, or the Prime Ministers of France since the foundation of the Third 
Republic. We do continually sum the parts of time which by the nature of 
the case cannot coexist, — the days, weeks, months, in the year, — the years in 
a century. 
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of Utilitarianism ’ has been generally founded. These principles 
are that every one acts from what is, for the time, his strongest 
desire or aversion, and that the object of a man’s strongest desire 
is always that which for the time he imagines as his greatest 
pleasure, the object of his strongest aversion that which for the 
time he imagines as his greatest pain. Now we have clearly no 
title to say that any one is mistaken in such imagination ; that 
anything else would be a greater pleasure or pain to him at the 
time than that which, being what he is and under the given circum- 
stances, he looks forward to as a greatest pleasure or pain (§ 340 ). 

But why have we ‘ no title ’ ? There are probably 
experiences of the man’s own, of which we can 
remind him, and certainly experiences of others — and 
every man, as a social being, is continually learning 
and guiding himself by experiences of others — to 
show that imagination, in the state of desire, 
exaggerates the expected pleasure ; which is con- 
tinually found, when attainment comes, to be less — 
even startlingly less — than it was expected to be. 
And this Glreen seems to admit, for he says : 

The pleasure may turn out to be much less in enjoy 
ment than in imagination ; it may in the sequel lead to thf 
most intense pain ; but it remains true that for the time, it is 
the pleasure which the man imagines as then for him the greatest, 
and which by inevitable consequence (on the given hypothesis 
he most strongly desires — it is in fact the greatest pleasure of 
which he is capable (§ 340 ). 

Yet how can this ‘ remain true ’ ? Is it not, on 
the contrary, obvious and certain, that if the man 
will be disappointed in fruition and will sufier 
intense pain in the sequel, he would obtain a 
greater balance of pleasure over pain on the whole 
by resisting this particular desire and avoiding the 
disappointment and the subsequent intense pain ? 
And if so, the Utilitarian may obviously convince 
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the man of this, and lead him to adopt a course 
of conduct different from that to which the particular 
desire prompts. And it is just this, and nothing 
but this, that Bentham — as Psychological Hedonist 
and Determinist — regards as the function of the 
Utilitarian moralist in advising individuals. 

I now come to the criticism of my own view that 
§§ 364-371 contain. The misunderstanding of my 
view on which the treatment of it here is based 
appears to me to be partly explicable in a writer who 
had only read — as I believe Green to have only read — 
certain chapters of my Methods of Ethics, especially 
Book I. chapter iv. (on Pleasure and Desire) 
and Book III. chapter xiv. (on Ultimate Good). 
But I venture to hope that it would have been im- 
possible to any one who had read the book through.' 
Green begins in § 364 by complaining that I argue 
‘ as if to hold that the ultimate standard of moral 
valuation is something else than the productivity of 
pleasure, was to hold that it is something else than 
productivity of desirable consciousness,’ and says that 
‘ it does not appear why a state of consciousness 
should not be desired ’ or deemed desirable ‘ for 
another reason than for the sake of the pleasure 
anticipated in it.’ 

I answer that Green seems entirely to ignore 
the line of argument by which I try to make this 

^ Holding that I was in part responsible for the misunderstanding which I 
perceived to have occurred, I endeavoured by some modifications in the third 
edition to remove that source of misapprehension. (It was the second edition 
of The Methods of Ethics^ published in 1877, that Green had before him ; 
the third edition was published in 1884. Green died in the year 1882, and 
his Prolegomena to Ethics was published in 1883.), 
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‘ appear.’ Having stated my view that we cannot on 
reflection maintain anything to be intrinsically and 
ultimately good, except in so far as it enters into 
relation to consciousness of some kind and renders 
that good and desirable : and thus that the only 
ultimate Good, or end in itself, must be Goodness or 
Excellence of Conscious Life, I note that when we 
have so far limited the application of the notion 
Good to conscious life, it may seem that our result is 
really identical with what we call Happiness : that to 
say that all other things called good are only means to 
the end of making conscious life intrinsically better or 
more desirable, is in fact to say that they are means 
to the end of happiness. But I then go on to admit 
and even emphasise the fact that on the other hand 
it seems clear that, in ordinary thought, consciousness 
active and passive is conceived to be preferable on 
other grounds than its pleasantness. And the ex- 
planation of this double view seems to be that when 
we judge one kind of consciousness to be more 
pleasant than another, we judge it to be preferable 
considered merely as consciousness, without taking 
into account the conditions under which it occurs ; 
but when we judge it to be better though less 
pleasant, what we really prefer is no longer the 
consciousness itself, but something in its condi- 
tions, concomitants or consequences. And I 
illustrate this by reference to some of those ideal 
objects, for the sake of which it is sometimes thought 
that a rational being ought to sacrifice human 
happiness. The mental state of apprehending truth 
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may be preferred to the mental state of half-reliance 
on generally accredited fictions, although, if the 
fiction be pleasant, the former state may be more 
painful than the latter ; and such preference may be 
independent of any effect which we expect either 
state to have upon our subsequent consciousness. 
Here, in my view, the real object of preference is 
not the consciousness of knowing truth, considered 
merely as consciousness, because the element of 
pleasure or satisfaction in this is more than out- 
weighed by the concomitant pain ; but the relation 
between the mind and something else, which is 
whatever it is independently of our cognition of it. 
This may become more clear if we imagine ourselves 
learning afterwards that what we took for truth is not 
really such : for in this case we should certainly feel 
that our preference had been mistaken: whereas if 
our choice had really been between two elements of 
transient consciousness, its reasonableness could not 
be affected by any subsequent change of belief. 

Similarly a man may prefer freedom and penury 
to a life of luxurious servitude, not because the 
pleasant consciousness of being free outweighs in 
prospect all the comforts and securities that the other 
life would afford, but because he has a predominant 
aversion to that relation beween his will and the will 
of another which we call slavery. Here, too, he may 
perhaps be led to regard his preference as mistaken, if 
he be afterwards persuaded that there is no such thing 
as Freedom : that we are all slaves of circumstances, 
destiny, etc. 
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So again, one may believe that what pleases one 
most among works of art is not really the most 
beautiful, and may prefer the contemplation of the 
latter to that of the former, as a more elevated 
exercise of taste. 

If such objects, then, as Truth, Freedom, and 
Beauty, or strictly speaking, the objective relations ^ 
of conscious minds which we call cognition of Truth, 
contemplation of Beauty and Independence of Action, 
are good, independently of the pleasures that we 
derive from them, it must be reasonable to aim at 
these for mankind generally, and not at happiness 
only : and this view seems, though not the prevail- 
ing one, to be widely accepted among cultivated 
persons.^ 

When I compare the cognition of Truth, con- 
templation of Beauty, volition to realise Freedom 
or Virtue, with Pleasure, in respect of their relation 
to Ultimate Good, I would justify my own view 
that it is Pleasure alone, desirable Feeling, that is 
ultimately and intrinsically good, by the only kind of 
argument of which the case seems to me to admit. 
I would point out that we may be led to regard 
as mistaken our preferences for the conditions, 
concomitants or consequences of consciousness, as 

^ By ‘ objective relations of the conscious subject * (cf. Green’s note on 
p. 407) I mean relations of the conscious mind which are not included in its 
consciousness — what is so included is a belief in the relations — a belief which 
may turn out to be erroneous. I see no evidence that Green has understood 
my argument, since ho confounds what I distinguish— truth and 
believing that we know truth, and treats ‘ cognition of truth ’ as if it was simply 
a state of consciousness of the knowing particular mind. 

2 Cf. Methods of Ethics, Book III. chap. xiv. §§ 1 and 2 in second edition. 
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distinguished from the consciousness itself, and in 
order to show this, I would ask the reader to use the 
same twofold procedure that I have regarded as 
applicable in considering the absolute and independent 
validity of common moral precepts. I would appeal, 
firstly, to his intuitive judgment after due considera- 
tion of the question when fairly placed before it ; 
and, secondly, to a comprehensive comparison of the 
ordinary judgments of mankind. As regards the first 
argument, to me at least it seems clear that these 
objective relations of the conscious subject, when 
distinguished in reflective analysis from the conscious- 
ness accompanying and resulting from them, are not 
ultimately and intrinsically desirable, any more than 
material or other objects are, when considered out 
of relation to conscious existence altogether.^ 

Now, how does Green answer this argument? So far 
as I can see, he ignores it. He answers (§ 364, p. 407) 
an argument, involving Psychological Hedonism, 
which I do not use ; and which he admits that I do 
not use. He contends that ‘ to suppose pleasure 
... to be the object of our desire for supreme or 
ultimate good ’ because it ‘ carries with it some 
anticipation of the pleasure there would be in 
satisfaction of the desire ’ is ‘ to repeat the mistake, 
to which Mr. Sidgwick is so thoroughly alive, of con- 
fusing the pleasure which attends the satisfaction of 
a desire with the object of the desire, and the antici- 
pation of that pleasure with the desire itself.’ 
Again Green says (§ 365) that 

^ Methods of Ethics^ Book III. chap. xiv. 
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it would be unfair to convey the impression that Mr. Sidgwick, 
in identifying that ‘ desirable consciousness ’ which he holds that 
ultimate good must be, simply with pleasure, is chargeable with 
confusion between the object of a desire and the pleasure antici- 
pated in its satisfaction. ... In the common Hedonistic 
ratiocination — we always anticipate pleasure in the satisfaction 
of desire, therefore pleasure is the sole thing desired, therefore the 
sole thing desirable — pleasure must throughout mean pleasure for 
the person supposed to desire it. . . . It is not upon any such 
ratiocination that he [Mr. Sidgwick] founds his own conclusion 
that ‘ desirable feeling ’ (by which he understands pleasure) ‘ for 
the innumerable multitude of living beings, present and to come,’ 
is the one end ultimately and intrinsically desirable. 

Green then goes on to say that I found my own 
conclusion on an appeal to what I ‘ call Common 
Sense.’ But the argument which he proceeds to cite 
from me is not an appeal to Common Sense (which I 
carefully explain to be an appeal to ‘ a compre- 
hensive comparison of the ordinary judgments of 
mankind ’), but is an appeal to the moral intuition 
of my readers ; and the part of that appeal which 
now concerns us he misrepresents. For what Green 
here refers to is an earlier passage in ray book ^ — where 
I say that ‘ as rational beings we are manifestly bound 
to aim at good generally, not merely at this or that 
part of it; we can only evade the conviction of this 
obligation by denying that there is any such universal 
good' Now Green quotes only part of this passage, 
and his reference runs as follows : — 

[Mr. Sidgwick says that] ‘ As rational beings we are manifestly 
bound to aim at good generally, not merely at this or that part 
of it,’ and in the last resort we can give no meaning to good but 
happiness, which = desirable consciousness, which = pleasure 
(§ 365, p. 408). 

^ Methods of Ethics, p. 356 of the second edition. 
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But I do not say that we can ‘ give no meaning 
to good but happiness ’ ; I carefully avoid saying 
anything of the kind ; and in the passages in chapter 
xiv. of Book III. above referred to, I expressly admit 
and discuss the view that consciousness may be and is 
conceived to be preferable on other grounds than its 
pleasantness. 

Green proceeds (in sections 365, 366, 367) to 
charge me with tautology. Taking the summary 
on pages xxxiii. and xxxiv. the charge runs as 
follows : — 

According to Mr. Sidgwick’s theory . . . desirable conscious- 
ness is the same as pleasure, and his Universalistic Hedonism . . . 
seems to rest on the position that reason pronounces ultimate 
good to be desirable consciousness or pleasure, and further, 
universal pleasure. But ‘desirable,’ when it is distinguished 
from ‘ desired,’ seems to be equivalent to ‘ reasonably to be 
desired ’ ; and if so, the doctrine will be the circular statement 
that reason pronounces ultimate good to be the kind of con- 
sciousness it is reasonable to seek. 

Now I think this charge quite unwarrantable, 
even taking only the argument in chapter xiv. of my 
Book III. For the object of a great part of this 
argument is carefully to distinguish pleasure or 
happiness — desirable Feeling — from other elements 
of conscious life, which I do not, in a reflective 
attitude, regard as ultimately desirable.^ To say 
that the ‘ only thing that reason declares to be 
ultimately desirable is some kind of feeling,’ what- 
ever it is, is not a tautology, nor the same thing 
as saying that it is some kind of conscious life. 

^ Compare p. 368, and note 2 on p. 366 in the second edition of the 
Methods of Ethics. 


K 
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But again, Green’s statement of my view 
leaves out the further determination of the 
kind of feeling which is given in the definition of 
Pleasure, and which I fondly supj)osed that the reader 
would carry with him from Book II, I there ^ 
define Pleasure as ‘ the kind of feeling which, when 
we experience it, we apprehend as desirable or 
preferable ’ — as ‘ feeling that is preferable or desirable, 
considered merely as feeling, and therefore from a 
point of view from which the judgment of the 
sentient individual is final.’ The statement that 
Ultimate Good is feeling of a certain quality, the 
quality being estimated by the judgment of value 
implicitly passed on it by the sentient being at the 
time of feeling it, — this proposition is certainly not a 
tautology. 

A similar want of understanding of my distinc- 
tion between * desired ’ and ‘ desirable ’ appears in 
Green’s subsequent arguments (§§ 368, 369, pp. 412, 
413). I do not argue that the reason why ‘no one 
denies pleasure to be a good ’ is merely ‘ because he is 
conscious of desiring it,’ for I maintain that we all 
have experience of desires directed to wrong objects, 
and also to objects clearly not ultimately desirable 
— e.g. in resentful impulse I desire another’s pain, but 
on reflection I do not judge this pain to be desirable 
because I desire it, but because it is necessary for the 
determent or reformation of the offender. 

Again, I cannot conceive why ‘ desirable ’ should 

Methods of Ethics^ Book II. chap. ii. (p. 114 in second edition), and 
beginning of chap. iii. of Book II. 
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exclude the ‘ actually desired,’ as is argued by Green 
on p, 413. Of course we should not apply the idea of 
‘desirable’ as distinct from ‘desired,’ unless we had 
empirical evidence^ that we desire pleasures to some 
extent out of proportion to their value as pleasures ; 
but it does not follow that feeling actually desired is 
not normally, in the main, feeling judged desirable 
when fruition comes : as overwhelming experience 
shows to be in fact the case. 

> Of. Methods of Ethics, Book II. chap. ii. § 2 (pp. 126, 127 in sixtli edition). 
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LECTURE I 

CHAPTERS I. AND II. OF DATA OP ETHICS (PART I. OF 
THE PRINCIPLES OF ETHICS) 

Mr. Spencer’s aim is the ‘ establishment of rules of 
right conduct on a scientific basis ’ (Preface to Data 
of Ethics, p. viii.^). Before systematically attempting 
this, he indicates certain important advantages to 
be derived from it. First, ‘ supernatural ethics ’ is 
disappearing and leaving a gap, and Reason is called 
upon to supply the hiatu s left by the cessation of a 
belief in Revelation. We need not dwell on this ; 
because, granting that the fact is as alleged, it 
cannot do more than supply a motive to the study 
of ethics ; from the fact that a need has to be met, 
a problem to be solved, we gain no guidance as to 
the method to be adopted in solving it ; we cannot 
even infer without irrational optimism that the 
problem is one which can be solved. 

So far the argument suggests that ‘ supernatural 
ethics’ met the need of guidance fairly well. Mr. 
Spencer goes on, however, to indicate certain defects 

^ References in the text are to Mr. Herbert Spencer's Principles of Ethics^ 
unless otherwise stated. 
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in current morality — ‘ morality as it is ’ — from which 
‘ morality as it should be ’ will be free. Morality as 
it is has been like a father who ‘ sternly enforces 
numerous commands, some needful and some need- 
less,’ in an unsympathetic manner. Morality as it 
should be will resemble a father who maintains 
needful restraints but sanctions legitimate gratifica- 
tions; and will gain proportionally in effectiveness. 
Again, morality as it is has set up an impractic- 
able ideal ; morality as it should be will avoid this 
defect. 

I have drawn attention to this, because there seems 
to me to be a certain ambiguity in the notion of ‘ estab- 
lishing moral rules on a scientific basis,’ which I am 
anxious to remove completely before I proceed further. 
Writers who discuss moral rules either from what 
Mr. Spencer calls ‘ the evolution point of view,’ or in 
the earlier manner of the Associationist school, fre- 
quently mean by a ‘ scientific ’ treatment of morality, 
merely an investigation of the laws according to 
which the ethical beliefs and sentiments of our own 
or any other society have come into existence. Such 
an investigation is obviously a legitimate branch of 
Sociology or Psychology ; and chapters vii. and viii. 
of Mr. Spencer’s Data of Ethics, which treat of the 
Psychological View and Sociological View, seem to 
be largely concerned with speculations of this kind. 
So far as this is the case, I do not propose to criticise 
either the method or the conclusions of these chap- 
ters ; what I wish to point out is, that this species 
of inquiry, however successfully conducted, has not 
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necessarily any tendency to ‘ establisli ’ the authority 
of the morality of which it explains the existence ; 
indeed it has more often, I think, an effect of the 
opposite kind. A scientific explanation of current 
morality which shall also be an ‘ establishment ’ of it, 
must do more than exhibit the causes of existing ethical 
beliefs ; it must show that these causes have operated 
in such a way as to make these beliefs true. Now 
this Mr. Spencer certainly does not attempt ; for the 
sufficient reason that he does not admit, and could 
not, without large deductions, attempt to prove, the 
final authority of existing ethical beliefs. In the 
chapters which contain, inter alia, his account of the 
origin of current moral conceptions, he is continually 
criticising them as ‘ defective,’ ‘ one-sided,’ ‘ vitiated,’ 
destined to give way to a ‘ truer ethics.’ He may 
explain morality as it is or has been, but what he has 
to establish must be morality as it ought to be — 
the ‘ truer ethics.’ 

Is it, then, possible that Science — i.e. Biology, 
Psychology, and Sociology — can provide a basis for 
ethics so understood, can establish morality as it 
ought to be ? Mr. Spencer holds that this may be 
done by a contemplation of conduct in general. 
Instead of explaining the origin of the sentiments 
with which men have come to regard actions, the 
accepted rules by which they endeavour to restrain 
certain kinds of conduct and encourage other kinds, 
we may leave morality aside altogether, and examine 
the conduct itself from the point of view of Science : 
to see if by mere contemplation of the actual, we can 
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elicit the ideal. The answer to this question would 
seem to be that Science shows us, according to Mr. 
Spencer, in the first place, a supreme or ultimate end, 
to the realisation of which human actions are 
universally or normally directed; and it enables 
us, in the second place, to determine the kind of 
conduct by which this end may be attained in 
the highest possible degree. 

The lines of reasoning by which these two different 
results are attained — the establishment of the end, 
and the ascertainment of the means to the end — are 
very different; and it is well to keep them quite 
distinct. We will begin with the establishment of the 
end, which logically precedes, and which Mr. Spencer 
is mainly occupied in discussing in the first three 
chapters of his book. He regards it as fundamentally 
important to consider that portion of human conduct 
to which ethics relates — Le. the voluntary actions of 
human beings, commonly judged to be right or wrong 
— as a part of a larger whole : that whole being con- 
stituted not by the aggregate of merely human actions, 
even including those commonly judged to be indifferent 
together with those judged to be good or bad, but 
by what he calls ‘ universal conduct — conduct as 
exhibited by all living creatures.’ He defines conduct 
in this widest sense as the ‘ adjustment of acts to 
ends ’ ; acts being more precisely defined as external 
motions of animate beings. He points out how this 
adjustment of acts to ends becomes more complex 
and elaborate as animals become more developed. 
Conduct exhibits, as we should expect, the character- 
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istics of evolution generally ; the progress from 
‘indefinite, incoherent homogeneity’ to ‘definite co- 
herent heterogeneity.’ 

In the lowest forms of life the ‘ conduct is con 
stituted of actions so little adjusted to ends that lift 
continues only as long as the accidents of the environ 
ment are favourable ’ ; and so rising from point to 
point Mr. Spencer shows how the conduct of the lower 
animals as compared with the higher, in a scale 
ascending up to civilised man, ‘ mainly differs in this, 
that -thje. adjustnmn.ta.of. ants- to. ends, are- relatively 
simple-and relatively incomplete.’' What, then, in 
the case of these lower forms of life, are we to regard 
as the ultimate end, to which the special ends of 
catching food, avoiding foes, etc., are subordinate? 
hlr. Spencer unhesitatingly says that the ‘ general ’ 
or ‘ supreme ’ end of the adjustments which constitute 
life is the continuance and further development of 
these adjustments themselves. Life, in short, is for 
life’s sake; only we are instructed not to measure 
life merely by its length, but by what is called its 
‘ breadth ’ also ; that is, we must take into account 
the different ‘ quantities of change ’ that different 
living beings pass through in the same period of time. 
We have also, of course, to bear in mind that the 
actions of any individual may be partly adjusted to 
the initiation, prolongation, and enlargement of other 
lives besides its own ; and we observe that this is to 
a continually greater extent the case as we ascend 
in the scale of living beings. Still, notwithstanding 
this doubleness of measurement and this complexity 
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of adjustment, ‘quantity of life’ none the less remains 
the ultimate end of ‘ universal conduct.’ 

It may be observed that this view is, if I may so 
say, doubly teleological ; we recognise that the external 
motions of living things are adjusted to a certain 
kind of end, viz. life, the continuance of the adjust- 
ments themselves ; and we find further that if we 
take a certain view of ‘quantity of life,’ if we estimate 
it not merely by duration, but consider quantity of 
change in a given time, this kind of end is more 
attained as the evolution goes on ; ^.e. the actions of 
the higher or later beings are more life-sustaining — 
provided we measure life in this way — than the 
actions of the lower. 

In an article^ in Mind for 1881 , Mr. Spencer 
quotes my remark that ‘ the frankly teleological point 
of view from which, in this book, Mr. Spencer con- 
templates the phenomena of life generally seems 
worthy of notice ; since in his Principles of Biology 
he seems to have taken some pains to avoid teleo- 
logical implications' and then makes the following 
observations : — 

That a science which has for its subject-matter the characters 
of the ends pursued by man, and the characters of the means 
used for achieving such ends, can restrict itself to statements in 
which ends are not implied, is a strange assumption. Teleology 
of a kind is necessarily involved ; and the only question is, 
whether it is of a legitimate or of an illegitimate kind. [Then after 
giving an illustration of the two, Mr. Spencer goes on to say ;] It 
is thus with biological interpretations of structures and functions 
in general. The welfare of the organism, or of the species, is in 
every case the end to further which a structure exists ; and the 
difference between a legitimate and an illegitimate teleology is 

^ Replies to Criticisms on “ The Data of Ethics,'' 
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that, while the one explains its existence as having giadually 
arisen by furthering the end, the other gives no explanation of 
its existence other than that it was put there to further the end. 

This is a double misunderstanding : (1) I did not 
commit the absurdity of charging Mr. Spencer with 
inconsistency because he viewed teleologically that 
human conduejt which is the subject-matter of moral 
judgments : what I expressly refer to is the manner 
in which he contemplates the phenomena of life 
generally. This in The Data of Ethics is, as I say, 

‘ frankly tel^Jp^eaL’.; but (2) I did not say, nor did 
I mean to imply, that it was illegitimately so : my 
words were chosen to avoid any such implication — 
for in fact what I meant to criticise was not the 
teleology of llie Data of Ethics, but the forced avoid- 
ance of it in The. Principles of Biology . Compare 
with p. 83 of Mr. Spencer’s article above referred to, 
the following passage from Principles of Biology, 
chapter v. § 27 : — 

We habitually distinguish a live object from a dead one by 
observing whether a change which we make in the surrounding 
conditions, or a change which nature makes in them, is or is not 
followed by some perceptible change in the object. . . . Not 
only, however, do we habitually look for some response when an 
external stimulus is applied to a livitig organism, but we per- 
ceive a jitnes.i in the response. Dead things .also display changes 
under certain changes of condition, (‘jj. a cord that contracts 
when wetted, a piece of bread that turns brown when held near 
the fire. But in these cases we do not see a connexion between 
the changes undergone and the preservation of the things that 
undergo them ; or, to avoid teleological implications — the changes 
have no apparent relations to further external events which are 
sure or likely to take place. 

The last phrase, we see, avoids mentioning the 
connexion between changes and preservation. And 
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this avoidance goes on through the chapter. Thus 
the definitions of life are framed to avoid any mention of 
‘ preservation of organism ’ : — ‘ The definite combina- 
tion of heterogeneous changes, both simultaneous and 
successive, in correspondence with external coexist- 
ences and sequences ’ or ‘ The continuous adjustment 
of internal relations to external relations.' I con- 
sider that in this chapter the exposition would have 
been much clearer if Mr. Spencer had not continually 
tried, by the use of such terms as he here employs, 
to avoid that recognition of the preservation of the 
organism as the end of adjustments, which we find 
in his Data of Ethics. 



LECTURE II 

DATA OF ETHICS CHAPTERS III. IV, AND X. 

The conclusion to which Mr. Spencer’s first two 
chapters lead is that the end which a contemplation of 
the actions of living beings generally shows us as that 
to which life is more and more adjusted, as it becomes 
more and more evolved, is Quantity of Life, taking 
Width in as xcell as Length — that is, measuring life 
not only by duration but by amount of change within 
a given period. And in chapter ii. he tries to show 
that we call conduct good that tends to preserva- 
tion of life so understood. Is this then to be taken 
as the ethical end — the ultimate result which our 
practical efforts are to aim at realising ? Some of Mr. 
Spencer’s language in the first two chapters would 
suggest this view; since he does not hesitate, in 
speaking of the lower animals, to describe actions that 
fail to sustain life as ‘ conduct hilling short of its ideal.’ 
So again in chapter iii. ‘ good ’ is taken to mean in 
its wider use ‘ adapted to some end,’ in its ethical 
use ‘adapted to the preservation of life, or furtherance 
of complete living.’ So that at the end of § 8 we 
are told that ‘ the conduct called good rises to the 
conduct conceived as best,’ when ‘ it simultaneously 
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achieves the greatest totality of life in self, in off- 
spring, and in fellowmen.’ 

Now if the arguments in chapter iii. had stopped 
here, we should have had an Ultimate End or Good 
defined non-hedonistically. And in fact Life (without 
breadth) is the ultimate end which certain writers 
of the evolutionist school are disposed to lay down 
instead of Happiness ; and which, therefore, I have 
thought it needful to argue against in Book III. 
of Methods of Ethics.^ I will only now observe, 
that according to me an ethical end cannot be 
proved by biology. If biology presents me with a 
generalisation from lower forms of life to the effect 
that ‘all actions are adjusted to preservation,’ I 
answer that that proves nothing as to the total and 
complete end ; and that mere preservation of life is 
palpably not adequate to this. To live well, as 
Aristotle says, we must live somehow ; but that does 
not make life identical with living well. 

The view here argued against is, as I say, not 
exactly Mr. Spencer’s ; because, according to him, life is 
measured in breadth as well as length. But it is to be 
observed, that it is by no means so evident that the 
motions of living beings are directed to the production 
of breadth of life, as it is clear they are directed to the 
maintenance of life. And can we say that the intro- 
duction of what Mr. Spencer calls ‘ breadth ’ removes 
the difficulty — that life is better in proportion to 
‘ quantity of change ’ packed into a given time, 
apart from consideration of its pleasurable and painful 

^ Book iii. chap. xiv. § 3. 
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quality ? As in my view all depends on the quality 
of life, I do not see how this can be maintained. Now 
Mr. Spencer does not really maintain it ; on the 
contrary, in face of the arguments leading up to his 
non-hedonistic biological end, he holds (chapter iii. § 9 
to end) that ‘ the good is universally the pleasurable,’ 
and indeed that ‘ pleasurable ’ and ‘ painful ’ are the 
primary meanings of ‘ good ’ and ‘ bad.’ ^ 

Now here we must distinguish inquiry into the 
meaning of words from inquiry into ethical principles. 
I agree with Mr. Spencer in holding that ‘ pleasure is 
the ultimate good,’ but not in the meaning which he 
gives to the word ‘ good.’ Indeed if ‘ good ’ (sub- 
stantive) means ‘ pleasure,’ the proposition just stated 
would be a tautology, and a tautology cannot be an 
ethical principle. I hold that * good ’ in ordinary 
discourse has blended meanings, but the one that I 
think most in harmony with usage — among distinct 
notions. — is desirable, choice -worthy, preferable, to 
be sought : at any rate that is required for a 
non-tautological principle. However, this difference 
relates to form, rather than substance. Substantially 
Mr. Spencer gives the most decided preference to 
‘ pleasure ’ over ‘ life ’ as ultimate end. Immediately 
after the passage before quoted, which seems to take 
conduciveness to ‘ totality of life ’ as the criterion 
of ‘ good ’ conduct, he says there is an assumption 
involved in this view — namely, that such conduct 
brings a ‘ surplus of agreeable feelings ’ — an assump- 

^ Cf. also the argument of chap. vi. of the Data of Ethics (on The Biologi- 
cal View), where a hedonistic end is assumed. 
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tion made by optimists and pessimists alike (com- 
pare § 10, p. 28, and § 15, p. 45 of Data of 
Ethics). He is therefore an Evolutionistic Hedonist, 
not an Evolutionist pure. Still he often seems 
simply and as a matter of course to treat the two ends 
as coincident, and therefore convertible for purposes 
of ethical reasoning. I think that after all that has 
been said of the importance of viewing human eonduct 
in eonnexion with the universal conduet of which 
it is a part, this transition from ‘quantity of life’ 
to ‘ quantity of pleasure ’ is too rapidly and lightly 
made. Pessimism in fact stands in the way, deelaring 
that life does not bring with it a surplus of agreeable 
feeling. Mr. Spencer seems to assume an optimistic 
view as to coincidence of life and pleasure whieh 
needs more argument. 

I do not mean, as in his reply to me {Mind, 1881) 
he seems to think, that it is necessary to confute 
Pessimism in order to prove Happiness to be 
the ultimate ethical end ; as I have argued at the 
close of chapter ii. of Book II. of Methods of Ethics, 
the Utilitarian is under no sueh obligation. How- 
ever little happiness there is to be got, we may 
always aim at getting as much as we can ; even if we 
ean only minimise pain for sentient beings, we may 
always aim at minimising it as much as possible. 
But though the Utilitarian is not bound to confute 
Pessimism, Mr. Spencer is bound to do this and more : 
he is bound to show the coineidenee of the two ends — 
Life and Pleasure — at least for practieal purposes. 

Where the obligation on Mr. Speneer to prove this 
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arises, is in the transition from the argument in 
chapters i. and ii. to that of §§ 9, 10, of chapter iii. — 
from the argument which shows us mere quantity of 
life as the end which the wider observation of conduct 
suggests to the view that happiness (maximum 
pleasure) is the end. For obviously, in proportion 
as life is shown to contain pain the ends diverge : 
better qual^ of life, if that can be arrived at, may 
outweigh increase in quantity. 

In the reply which Mr. Spencer makes to me, I 
think he still fails to see the full burden of proof 
that rests on him. He says : — 

But now, having pointed out that the conclusions contained 
in the Data of Ethics^ in common with the conclusions contained 
in ethical treatises at large, can reasonably be accepted only by 
those who hold that life in the aggregate brings more pleasure 
than pain, or at any rate is capable of bringing more pleasure 
than pain, I go on to show that the tacit optimism which per- 
vades the work has a wider basis than Mr. Sidgwick recognises. 
He says that ‘‘ in Mr. Spencer’s view, pessimism is indirectly 
confuted by the argument — given as an ‘inevitable deduction 
from the hypothesis of Evolution ’ — which shows that ‘ necessarily 
throughout the animate world at large, pains are the correlatives 
of actions injurious to the organism, while pleasures are the 
correlatives of actions conducive to its welfare.’ ” This is true 
as far as it goes ; but, ignoring as he does all passages concerning 
the universal process of adaptation, Mr. Sidgwick omits a large 
part of the evidence favouring optimism. The chapter on the 
Relativity of Pams and Pleasures sets forth and illustrates the 
biological truth that everywhere faculties adjust themselves to 
the conditions of existence, in such wise that the activities those 
conditions require become pleasurable. The pains accompanying 
the inactions of faculties for which changed conditions have left 
no spheres, diminish as the faculties decrease ; while the pains 
accompanying the actions of faculties overtaxed under the new 
conditions, diminish as the faculties grow, and become pleasures 
when those faculties have acquired the strength which fulfilment 
of the conditions requires. This law is alike inferable a piori 
and proved a posteriori^ and yields a qualified optimism as its 
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corollary — an optimism qualified by the conclusion that the life 
of every species of creature is happy or miserable according to 
the degree of congruity or incongruity between its nature and 
its environment ; but that everywhere decrease of the misery or 
increase of the happiness accompanies the inevitable progress 
towards congruity. Whence it follows that in the case of man- 
kind, pessimism may be locally true under certain conditions (as 
those which have fostered the creed which makes annihilation a 
blessing), while optimism may be locally true under conditions 
of a more favourable kind ; but that with the increasing adapta- 
tion of humanity to social life, the excess of pleasures over pains 
which warrants optimism, must become ever greater.^ 

All this might be true, and yet so long as life is 
partially painful, it may still be true in any particular 
case that conduct conducive to maximum quantity 
of life is not conducive to maximum pleasure. It 
seems to me that in the chapter on the Relativity of 
Pains and Pleasures, as in other places in Mr. 
Spencer’s writings, we find that, desiring to lead us 
up to an interesting and important conclusion, he 
spends useless labour in an ample demonstration 
of an admitted truism ; and having got so far, 
imagines himself much nearer his goal than he is, 
and takes the rest of the road in a leap. However, 
I now proceed to examine the proof which he offers 
in this chapter of the general proposition that 
maximum quantity of life is conducive to maximum 
quantity of pleasure. 

That pains and pleasure are, as he says, ‘ relative 
to the structures and states of structure of our 
organism ’ is a truism, if not to children or uncultured 
minds, at any rate to persons — to use Hume’s phrase 
— ‘ with the slightest tincture of philosophy.’ No one 

^ Mir\df vol. vi, (1881), pp, 86, 86, 
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doubts that (a) the fact that we feel pleasure and 
pain depends on the constitution and condition of our 
nervous system ; or (&) that the constitution of the 
nervous system — in respect of susceptibility to 
pleasure and pain — differs in different individuals, 
and may be presumed to differ still more widely in 
different species of animals, or again that the con- 
dition of the nervous system differs in the same 
person at different times. We do not require Mr. 
Spencer’s faculty in marshalling the evidence for an 
induction to prove such statements as these. 

Indeed I may remark that in the one case in 
which he admits that there is to a certain extent 
‘ absoluteness in tlie relation between positive pains 
and actions of a given kind,’ his conclusion is over- 
stated. ‘The painfulness of the feelings produced 
by forces which tend to destroy organic structures, 
wholly or in part, is of course common to all creatures 
capable of feeling . . . there is absoluteness in the 
relation between positive pains and actions that are 
positively injurious, in so far that wherever there is 
sentiency it exists’ (§ 64, pp. 175, 178). But there 
is no reason why all actions injurious to the organism 
should be painful ; in fact some — as the absorption 
of a fatal dose of laudanum — are apparently not so. 

However, I will admit the general proposition — of 
relativity of pleasures and pains to structures and to 
states of the organism — without further argument. 
The question is not whether pleasures and pains vary 
with the varying states of the organism, but how far 
they can vary, and what are the laws of change. 
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We have, as I have shown, a problem presented by 
the divergence between the ultimate end obtained 
(chapters i. and ii.) by a teleological observation of con- 
duct generally — that is, quantity of life measured in 
breadth as well as length, and the ethical end — namely, 
maximum happiness or pleasure, unhesitatingly laid 
down by Mr. Spencer in chapter iii. In replying to 
me he affirms that the problem is solved by help of 
this relativity of pains and pleasures, dealt with 
in his chapter x., through the process of adaptation of 
life to its environment that is continually going on. 

Now observe, the question is not whether this 
process of adaptation takes place, but whether we 
have sufficient grounds for relying on it to bring 
about a coincidence between Life and Happiness so 
complete that we may legitimately treat the two as 
coincident for ethical purposes, — so that it does not 
matter whether we say that actions are good in pro- 
portion as they are life -sustaining, or that they 
are good in proportion as they are conducive to 
happiness. That is what, as I say, Mr. Spencer’s 
argument needs. 

But what proof does he give in this tenth chapter 
of the Data ? All that I can find is in § 67, pp. 
182-184— 

I have insisted on these general truths with perhaps needless 
iteration, to prepare the reader for more fully recognising a 
corollary that is practically ignored. Abundant and clear as is 
the evidence, and forced though it is daily on every one’s atten- 
tion, the conclusions respecting life and conduct which should 
be drawn are not drawn ; and so much at variance are these 
conclusions with current beliefs, that enunciation of them causes 
a stare of incredulity . . . j it is difficult to obtain a hearing for 
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the doctrine that the kinds of action which are now pleasurable 
will, under conditions requiring the change, cease to be pleasur- 
able, while other kinds of action will become pleasurable. . . . 

And yet as shown in myriads of instances, indicated by the 
few above given, those natural processes which have produced 
multitudinous forms of structure adapted to multitudinous forms 
of activity, have simultaneously made these forms of activity 
pleasurable. And the inevitable implication is, that within the 
limits imposed by physical laws there will be evolved, in 
adaptation to any new sets of conditions that may be established, 
appropriate structures of which the functions will yield their 
respective gratifications. 

When we have got rid of the tendency to think that 
certain modes of activity are necessarily pleasurable because 
they give us pleasure, and that other modes which do not please 
us are necessarily unpleasing ; we shall see that the re-moulding 
of human nature into fitness for the requirements of social life 
must eventually make all needful activities pleasurable, while it 
makes displeasurable all activities at variance with these require- 
ments. When we have come fully to recognise the truth that 
there is nothing intrinsically more gratifying in the efforts by 
which wild animals are caught than in the efforts expended in 
rearing plants, and that the combined actions of muscles and 
senses in rowing a boat are not by their essential natures more 
productive of agreeable feeling than those gone through in 
reaping corn, but that everything depends on the co-operating 
emotions, which at present are more in accordance with the one 
than with the other ; we shall infer that along with decrease of 
those emotions for which the social state affords little or no 
scope, and increase of those which it persistently exercises, the 
things now done with dislike from a sense of obligation will be 
done with immediate liking, and the things desisted from as a 
matter of duty will be desisted from because they are repugnant. 

This is a good specimen of Mr. Spencer’s hasty infer- 
ences. When we have got rid of the false general- 
isation that certain modes of activity are necessarily 
pleasurable, and have observed that very many acts 
originally disagreeable become agreeable through 
habit, we shall, he thinks, adopt the conclusion 
that ‘all needful activities will become pleasurable.’ 
But what grounds have we for supposing that any 
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such complete result will be produced, in the future 
any more than in the past ? Now, it is admitted, 
many needful acts are indifferent, some painful. 
Needful labour is largely both ; digestion is normally 
indifferent. What is the law from which we can 
necessarily infer that all this will be changed? 
Mr. Spencer’s argument seems to be that given in § 33 
of the Data of Ethics (quoted from the Principles 
of Psychology, § 124) 

If we substitute for the word Pleasure the equivalent 
phrase — a feeling which we seek to bring into consciousness 
and retain there, and if we substitute for the word Pain the 
equivalent phrase — a feeling which we seek to get out of con- 
sciousness and to keep out ; we see at once that, if the states of 
consciousness which a creature endeavours to maintain are the 
correlatives of injurious actions, and if the states of consciousness 
which it endeavours to expel are the correlatives of beneficial 
actions, it must quickly disappear through persistence in the 
injurious and avoidance of the beneficial. In other words, 
those races of beings only can have survived in which, on the 
average, agreeable or desired feelings went along with activities 
conducive to the maintenance of life, while disagreeable and 
habitually avoided feelings went along with activities directly or 
indirectly destructive of life ; and there must ever have been, 
other things equal, the most numerous and long -continued 
survivals among races in which these adjustments of feelings 
to actions were the best, tending ever to bring about perfect 
adjustment. 

But granting this to be true, the optimistic con- 
clusion does not follow. I argued this in my article 
on Mr. Spencer's Ethical System in Mind for 1880. 
As I said there: We can only infer that actions 
preservative of the individual or the race will be, 
generally speaking, less painful than those that have 
an opposite tendency ; and that the pains normally 
endured will not be sufficiently intense to destroy 
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life. The connexion, in fact, leaves Nature with a 
choice of alternative methods in her business of 
adjusting the actions of living beings to the preserva- 
tion and continuance of life ; she may either attract 
them in the required direction by pleasure, or deter 
them from divergent courses by pain : it is undeniable 
that, hitherto at least, her plan of management has 
combined the two modes of guidance, and I do not 
see how the proportion in which the two methods 
are actually mixed can be ascertained by a 'priori 
inference — As this suggestion seems to have had no 
effect on Mr. Spencer, I will expand it somewhat. 

First, then, even supposing ‘ equilibrium ’ attained 
between the individual and his environment, it is still 
quite conceivable that the stimulus to organic actions 
should be painful, the actions themselves indifferent, 
and the result merely relief from pain. 

I may suggest as an illustration of this the case of 
hunger, as it is a point on which I have had some 
controversy. Of hunger, I individually take what 
may be called an optimistic view. I say, as a matter 
of personal experience, that the craving for food, 
after not too long an interval and in a state of health, 
is not a pain but a neutral excitement. Many 
persons, however, tell me that their experience of 
hunger is different ; they regard it normally as a pain, 
and I know of no a priori argument, from evolution 
or otherwise, to show that it is not. There are 
certainly many organic actions of which we are 
only conscious as sources of uneasiness. Take for in- 
stance the case of digestion, above referred to ; we 
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get no definite pleasure from it when it goes right, 
and considerable definite pain when it goes wrong. 
Why should not this be the case with other organic 
actions ? 

But, secondly, if we are to look ahead, why should 
not unconsciousness, ‘ without one pleasure and 
without one pain,’ be the ultimate goal of evolution ? 
Why should not actions become instinctive or 
mechanical ? Experience certainly shows us this 
tendency.^ And again, why should more equilibrium 
be attained in the future than has already been 
attained in the relation between the individual and 
environments Mr. Spencer admits (§35) that it is 
now only very partial and incomplete. What biological 
or sociological ground is there for certainty that the 
present derangement will not go on ? For example, 
why should not the pressure for existence, due to the 
crowding of population, and the partial remedies 
for this, due to the progress of science, continually 
force on the individual member of society life under 
new conditions, and therefore activities painful from 
novelty ? I submit, therefore, that ‘ lack of faith in 
such further evolution of humanity as shall harmonise 
its nature with its conditions,’ of which Mr. Spencer 
speaks (§ 67), is not due to an inadequate conscious- 
ness of causation, but to an adequate consciousness of 
what is required for proof. One who has ‘ acquired 
the habits of thought which science generates,’ so far 
from regarding Mr. Spencer’s conclusion as inevitable, 
will see that it is, to a glaring extent, unsupported 

^ Cf. Sorley's Ethics of Naturalism^ chap, vii, § 4, 
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by the facts. Or shall we say, that acceptance of 
such conclusion implies indeed ‘ faith in evolution,’ 
but not a foresight of its consequences resting on 
legitimate generalisations ? 

But further, even supposing it to be true that 
‘ pleasure will, eventu ally acco mpa ny every m ode of 
deinandnd.l)y social, conditions/ it yet does not 
follow that 'maximum quantity of pleasure will always 
accompany maximum quantity of life — this, however, 
is required if the two ends are to be treated as 
coincident in ‘ establishing morality on a scientific 
basis. Quantity of life, therefore, and quantity of 
pleasure would still remain divergent ends, even if 
we placed the blindest confidence in Mr. Spencer’s 
argument. 

And finally, supposing this difficulty got over as 
regards the future — supposing that we take a hopeful 
view, beyond what experience can support, and 
imagine a Utopia in which all actions conducive to 
maximum life are also necessarily conducive to 
maximum pleasure — it would still remain true that 
at present there is a lamentable hiatus between the 
two ends. It would seem, therefore, that in establish- 
ing morality, for men living here and now, on a 
scientific basis, we must decide between the two : 
from the fact that conduct is ‘ good ’ in the sense of 
being conducive to maximum life, we shall not be 
able to infer cogently that the same conduct is ‘ good ’ 
in the sense of being conducive to maximum happi- 
ness ; thus the fact that a certain industrial change 

^ Cf. Methods of Ethics^ Book 11. chap. vi. § 4 — also Book IV. chap. iv. § 3. 
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will be attended with an increase of population cannot 
be regarded as a final argument for it, if the popula- 
tion is to be less happy. 

Mr. Spencer, if I understand him, would answer 
this last argument by drawing his distinction between 
Absolute and Relative Ethics. He would say that 
the coincidence of life-sustaining and pleasure- giving 
activities may be assumed in the reasonings of 
Absolute Ethics, which constructs a code for an ideal 
society; though not altogether in that of Relative 
Ethics, which endeavours to supply guidance for 
humanity here and now. I shall hereafter return to 
this distinction, only observing now that the distinc- 
tion is not directly explained till the close of the 
treatise ; and that hence there results a certain diffi- 
culty in judging of Mr. Spencer’s argument in earlier 
chapters. For instance, it is not, I think, sufficiently 
indicated in his discussion of Utilitarianism at the 
close of chapter iv. on Ways of judging Conduct, to 
which I will now proceed. The main drift of this 
chapter is that ‘ the various ethical theories are 
characterised either by entire absence of the idea of 
causation, or by inadequate presence of it.’ I will 
not dwell on the theological doctrine that ‘ actions 
are made respectively good or bad solely by divine 
appointment,’ revealed either ‘ in sacred writings or 
in conscience.’ I will only say that for earnest and 
thoughtful theologians, this can hardly be more than 
a half-truth, as it makes meaningless the proposition, 
deeply rooted in the religious consciousness, that God 
is a righteous God. Nor will I do more than notice 
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the historical misrepresentation (§ 19) of implying that 
Plato and Aristotle held the view that ‘ there is no 
other origin for good and bad in conduct than law.’ ^ 
There is perhaps a certain excuse for it, if re- 
stricted to the details of conduct, as regards Plato ; 
since Plato certainly held that in a well-ordered 
State, the lawgiver would determine the rules of 
conduct to be observed by ordinary citizens, who 
would not know the rationale of such rules. But 
of course it is manifestly contrary to Plato’s view 
to suppose that their goodness, or the badness of 
violating them, ‘ originated ’ in law : their goodness 
was due to the philosophic insight of the lawgiver 
which would realise in them the best manifestation 
of ideal good which the circumstances of human life 
would admit. 

I must add one word on the criticism of Hobbes 
and his school (§ 19), for holding that justice 
and injustice depend on law. For this criticism, 
though not without force, does not do justice to the 
element of truth in Hobbes’ view, or penetrate to 
the principles from which what is paradoxical and 
exaggerated in it is derived. It is unreasonable to 
treat Hobbes or his followers as holding that there are 
no good or bad consequences of conduct independently 
of law; what they do hold is that, without this 
coercive power of government, the individual has no 
adequate inducements to observe such rules of mutual 
behaviour as would be beneficial to all if they were 
generally obeyed — e.g. to keep covenants. Hence 

^ Cf. the Author’s Outlines of the History of Ethics^ chap. ii. §§ 6 and 10, 
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Hobbes concluded that the ‘ laws of nature ’ — as he, 
after his predecessors, calls these rules — only bind, 
in the state of nature, to a desire that they should 
be performed, not to actual performance, apart from 
government. To this view Spencer’s argument in 
§ 19 is quite irrelevant. In fact Hobbes’ view is 
only an exaggeration, paradoxically expressed, of 
the view which Mr. Spencer himself expresses when 
at the end of the chapter on Absolute and Relative 
Ethics he says that ‘ these require a certain congruity 
between the conduct of each member of a society and 
other’s conduct.’ 

In the criticism in § 19 Mr. Spencer seems to leave 
out of account the reconciliation of Intuitionism and 
Utilitarianism, by means of Evolution, which he after- 
wards gives in chapter ix. § 62 as follows : — 

After thus observing how means and ends in conduct stand 
to one another, and how there emerge certain conclusions 
respecting their relative claims, we may see a way to reconcile 
sundry conflicting ethical theories. These severally embody 
portions of the truth, and simply require combining in proper 
order to embody the whole truth. 

. . . That the intuitions of a moral faculty should guide 
our conduct, is a proposition in which a truth is contained ; for 
these intuitions are the slowly organised results of experiences 
received by the race while living in presence of these conditions. 
And that happiness is the supreme end is beyond question 
true ; for this is the concomitant of that highest life which every 
theory of moral guidance has distinctly or vaguely in view. 

So understanding their relative positions, those ethical sys- 
tems which make virtue, right, obligation, the cardinal aims, 
are seen to be complementary to those ethical systems which 
make welfare, pleasure, happiness, the cardinal aims. Though 
the moral sentiments generated in civilised men by daily contact 
with social conditions and gradual adaptation to them, are 
indispensable as incentives and deterrents; and though the 
intuitions corresponding to these sentiments have, in virtue of 
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their origin, a general authority to be reverently recognised ; 
yet the sympathies and antipathies hence originating, together 
with the intellectual expressions of them, are, in their primitive 
forms, necessarily vague. To make guidance by them adequate 
to all requirements, their dictates have to be interpreted and 
made definite by science ; to which end there must be analysis 
of those conditions to complete living which they respond to, 
and from converse with which they have arisen. And such 
analysis necessitates the recognition of happiness for each and 
all, as the end to be achieved by fulfilment of these conditions. 

Hence, recognising in due degrees all the various ethical 
theories, conduct in its highest form will take as guides, innate 
perceptions of right duly enlightened and made precise by 
analytic intelligence ; while conscious that these guides are 
proximately supreme, solely because they lead to the ultimately 
supreme end, happiness special and general. 

I may observe that it does not seem prima facie 
obvious that moral intuitions, such as relate to 
Veracity, Justice, Good Faith, and the moral senti- 
ments accompanying them, are ‘necessarily vague.’ 
It may be said that on Spencer’s view they ought to 
be, but it needs careful reflection to see that they are 
so. I would also point out that the Intuitionist 
view (cf. § 20) is caricatured. The view has never, 
so far as I know, been put forward by an intuitional 
moralist, that consequences are to be ignored generally 
— among his rules have always been the rule of ab- 
staining from causing pain to others, and the rule of 
benevolence. What the intuitional moralist has held 
is, that the rightness of certain acts — e.g. Veracity, 
Good Faith — may be known without a process of 
inference from their foreseen consequences. — So much 
by way of preliminary, before I discuss, in the next 
Lecture, the issue as regards ethical method, between 
Mr. Spencer and myself. 



160 ON MR. SPENCER’S ETHICS lect. ii 

According to Mr. Spencer, Utilitarianism also, it 
seems, is characterised by ‘inadequate presence of 
the idea of causation ’ ; and the fundamental objec- 
tion which he brings against Utilitarians is, that 
they adopt an empirical and inductive method, 
instead of deductions to necessary conclusions. They 
rely on ‘ observation of results ’ for determining 
what conduct leads to general happiness. Now 
there is no doubt, I think, that Utilitarians do 
adopt a method to a great extent empirical ; but 
it is mistaken to argue that they do this because 
they have any indisposition to recognise causation ; 
or because they are ignorant of the elementary 
methodological proposition that knowledge passes 
into a higher stage in proportion as it becomes de- 
ductive. What Mr. Spencer’s utilitarian opponents 
refuse to recognise is not, I conceive, the importance 
of scientific deduction in the abstract, but the import- 
ance of his deductions — at least when regarded as 
applicable to the whole range of their subject and as 
capable of superseding and supplanting the empirical 
method. For here again Mr. Spencer gains an 
apparently easy triumph (in § 22) by pointing to 
causal connexions between bad actions and painful 
consequences, which no Utilitarian has ever denied 
or overlooked. 



LECTURE III 

DATA OF ETHICS CHAPTERS V. TO VIll. 

One chief difficulty which I find in dealing with Mr. 
Spencer’s argument in chapters v. to viii., inclusive, 
to which I now pass, lies in the fact that, as we have 
seen, he takes as established that coincidence between 
Life and Happiness, which, according to me, he has 
yet to prove. He has no doubt that the cosmic; 
evolution or progress which has tended continually 
to make the living more alive, has tended to in- 
crease happiness 'pari passu. He seems to hold, 
therefore, that what the Utilitarian has to do is to 
trace the characteristics of this evolution, as specially 
manifested in that part of the actions of living things 
with which, as a moralist, he is specially concerned ; 
and that in this way he will attain the truly scientific 
method which Mr. Spencer wishes to substitute for 
ordinary empirical Utilitarianism. Now if I am right 
as to the divergence of the two ends, this method is 
obviously illegitimate. 

The question placed before us at the end of chapter 
iv. of The Data of Ethics is this : Assuming that — as 
stated at the end of chapter iii. — ‘ the ultimate moral 
aim ’ is ‘ a desirable state of feeling called gratifica- 

M 
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tion, enjoyment, happiness’ (more definitely, as I 
should say, ‘ greatest possible happiness ’), by what 
method are we to determine the means to this end ? 
The older Utilitarians use mainly empirical methods. 
They ‘ascertain by induction that such and such 
mischiefs or benefits ’ will follow from ‘ such and 
such acts’ (§ 21), and do not ‘erect into a method 
the ascertaining of necessary relations between causes 
and effects,’ and deduce ‘ from fundamental principles 
what conduct must be detrimental and what conduct 
must be beneficial.’ Ethics, in Mr. Spencer’s view, 
ought to transform its method from a mainly induc- 
tive to a deductive one ; and he appears to imply 
that the four scientific ‘ views ’ which he proceeds to 
take of Ethics — in chapters v.-viii., entitled respec- 
tively The Physical View, The Biological View, The 
Psychological View, The Sociological View — will 
show us how this transformation is to be effected. 
In what I have to say I shall, therefore, consider 
them from this point of view. 

Let us take first chapter v. on the Physical View. 

-The general characteristics of Evolution, regarded 
on its physical side, are progress from indefinite, 
incoherent homogeneity to definite, coherent hetero- 
geneity. Accordingly the ‘ physical view ’ shows 
us that the conduct which we call — or at least which 
we ought to call — moral, has in the highest degree 
these latter characteristics. Now you will observe 
that, as regards definiteness and coherence, Mr. 
Spencer appeals with confidence and with ’force to 
common-sense morality : the good conduct is coherent, 
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as contrasted with that which is ‘ dissolute, unstable, 
untrustworthy.’ And the good conduct is definite and 
precise, avoids disappointment of expectations, the 
too much and the too little, etc. But, if the appeal 
is made to common-sense morality, there is another 
side to the matter. Conduct may be coherently and 
definitely framed with a view to the egoistic end ; 
and the conduct of an egoist — e.g. an ambitious man 
— has often greater coherence than that of a man, 
whom we judge to be better, who adopts a wavering 
compromise between egoism and altruism. So as 
regards definiteness, no doubt in many important 
duties definiteness and precision are valued ; but 
there are others in which a certain indeterminateness 
— leaving room for the grace of spontaneity — is 
rather admired ; for instance in the case of duties of 
the afiections. This is so even when we are con- 
sidering the ideal man, much more when we are 
comparing actual men. 

As regards heterogeneity, even Mr. Spencer does 
not consider that common morality supports his view, 
but he argues (§27) that common morality is wrong. 
I think there is force in his argument ; but I think 
also he has overlooked a difficulty, from the double 
point of view of the individual and the social organ- 
ism, to which I have drawn attention in Mind. As I 
say there, the most prominent characteristic of the 
advanced development of any organism is the special- 
isation — or, as Mr. Spencer calls it, ‘ differentiation ’ — 
of the functions of its different parts. Obviously the 
more this is efiected, the more ‘ definite coherent 
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heterogeneity ’ will be realised in the organism and 
in its relations to its environment. But obviously, 
too, this involves jpro tanto a proportionally less 
degree of variety and complexity in the life of each 
individual member of the society whose functions 
are thus specialised ; and their life becoming narrow 
and monotonous must become, according to our 
present hypothesis, less happy. This result has 
often been noticed by observers of the minute 
subdivision of labour which is a feature of our 
industrial progress ; but the same sort of prima facie 
conflict between individual and social development 
occurs in considering most of the great problems of 
modern politics; such as the relations between rich 
and poor generally, the relations between governors 
and governed, and the relations of the sexes. ^ 

Here again, instead of meeting the difficulty, Mr. 
Spencer seems to me (end of § 28) to take refuge in 
his Utopia. No doubt we may please ourselves by 
imagining a society in which the individual develops 
in perfect harmony with his social environment, and 
becomes more definitely and coherently heterogeneous, 
and therefore more alive, and therefore happier, in the 
same proportion as his society acquires the same char- 
acteristics. But is there any evidence that history 
is conducting us to this Utopia? I know none at 
all adequate. Hence, without denying that definite 
coherent heterogeneity will be found to characterise 
the conduct that the moralist ought to approve as a 
means to general happiness, I deny that these charac- 

^ Mindy vol. i. pp. 61 , 62 . 
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teristics can give him any material practical guidance. 
Grant that, as evolution proceeds, the actions of living 
beings exhibit a progress from indefinite, incoherent 
homogeneity to definite, coherent heterogeneity ; 
still we have no ground for saying broadly that 
conduct here and now tends to general happiness 
in proportion as it exhibits these characteristics. 
We cannot, therefore, take confidently, as middle 
axioms of Utilitarianism, the precepts, ‘ Be definite, 
be coherent, be heterogeneous.’ 

It may be said that perfect conduct must be 
perfectly definite and coherent ; if in accordance with 
reason, it must exhibit the application of some 
rational principles, whether the Utilitarian or any 
other, with exactness and completeness. But it 
should be observed that the antithesis between 
definite and coherent, indefinite and incoherent, 
cannot be conceived applicable to the physical 
world, except from the point of view of imperfect 
knowledge. For an All-knowing Mind, we cannot 
but conceive all matter and motion perfectly definite ; 
and all coherent, as each particle attracts all others. 
The antithesis is only applicable relatively to an 
imperfect intellect ; and relatively to such an intellect 
as the human, we judge that the indefinite in cer- 
tain parts of conduct is the better ; the play of 
spontaneous impulse better than the results of 
reasoning. 

Let us now pass to the Biolog ical View . The 
datum which this yields is as follows : — The ideally 
moral man is one in whom the ‘ moving equili- 
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brium,’ as Mr. Spencer says, is perfect — i.e. in wbom 
the balanced combination of the actions, internal and 
external, of his organism is maintained in face of 
external forces tending to overthrow that combina- 
tion of internal actions which we call his life. 
Accordingly, this ideally moral man must be one 
in whom the functions of all kinds are fulfilled 
‘ duly ’ or ‘in normal proportion ; ’ hence ‘ the per- 
formance of every function is, in a sense, a moral 
obligation,’ and ‘ all the animal functions in common 
with all the higher functions have their imperative- 
ness’ (§ 31). At first sight it looks as if we were 
going to obtain a principle for practical guidance. 
But in the next sentence Mr. Spencer explains that 
‘ in our state of transition . . . moral obligations of 
a supreme kind often necessitate conduct which is 
physically injurious ' ; and therefore the proposition, 
taken as a practical one, reduces itself to this, that ‘ it 
|is immoral so to treat the body as in any way to 
diminish the fulness or vigour of its vitality,’ when 
‘considered apart from other effects.’ The proposi- 
tion, therefore, comes out a platitude which no 
moralist of any school has ever denied : that it is 
our duty cceteris paribus to preserve our health in the 
highest degree. 

It may be said, however, that admitting the 
uselessness of this for present practical guidance, 
still it does good as pointing out an ideal. My 
answer is that the ‘ ideal humanity ’ to which the 
principle of ‘ performing every function ’ would apply 
in its completeness is so far distant that it cannot 
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even afford us an ideal of any practical value ; since 
we cannot tell that by the time we arrive at it the 
habits of our organism may not have so materially 
changed, through its adaption to its physical and 
social environment, that a quite different balance of 
functions may have become normal. I have no 
doubt that the ideal man in an ideal society, if he 
ever comes into being, will not fall into the mistakes 
that Mr. Spencer eloquently depicts (§ 37, p. 94) : he 
will not, ‘when drenched to the skin and sitting 
in a cold wind, pooh-pooh his shiverings’; he 
will not ‘ work too soon after a debilitating illness ’ ; 
he will not ‘ burst a blood-vessel through gymnastic 
feats ’ ; he will not ‘ sit too long at his office,’ ‘ pore 
half the night over his briefs,’ or otherwise sacrifice 
health to ends of less importance. But what the 
rules are which he will have to observe to obtain 
health I do not know — perhaps his brain will have 
become indefinitely stronger through heredity and 
the survival of the fittest, perhaps his need for 
physical exercise will have become indefinitely less, 
perhaps chemistry will have learnt to nourish him 
with an indefinitely smaller amount of indefinitely 
more digestible food, perhaps medicine will have pro- 
vided him with infallible prophylactics against colds 
and fevers and rheumatism. I willingly hope that all 
these things, or better things than these, may be in 
store for humanity in the future ; but if I knew that 
they certainly would be, it would do me no good here 
and now : it would give me no practical guidance 
beyond the elementary copy-book maxim that I 
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ought to take care of my health whenever and so 
far as it is not my duty to sacrifice it. 

Something of the same kind may be said of the 
argument which occupies the greater part of this 
chapter, showing that ‘ pleasure-giving acts are lifc- 
sust aining -ae ts y ! . a nd th a t -i painful are injurious 

tOL.Jife..l .-J have already discussed this argument 
in its most important theoretical bearing — i.e. in 
relation to the coincidence assumed by Mr, Spencer 
between Maximum Life and Maximum Happiness. 
As regards its practical bearing on the present, Mr. 
Spencer himself admits that ‘ guidance by proximate 
pleasures and pains ’ fails throughout a wide range 
of cases ; that the ‘ causes of derangement ’ of the 
relation between life- sustaining acts and pleasures, 
operating on human beings, have been ‘ unusually 
decided, persistent, and involved ’ ; that ‘ the guidance 
by sensations ’ has been considerably deranged and the 
‘ guidance by emotions deranged in a greater degree.’ 

Hence I conclude, as before, that the guidance 
afforded by Mr. Spencer’s biological law cannot possibly 
be such as to supersede the empirical method of 
ascertaining effects of actions on happiness : since (a) 
we cannot tell what the sensations or emotions of the 
Utopian will be like when the Utopian comes, and 
(6) if we could, we could still infer nothing definite 
as to the practical value of our own sensations and 
emotions as guides to our own happiness. 

I may say that if any evidence was wanted of the 
vagueness and inadequacy of the guidance furnished 
by Mr. Spencer’s biological data, such evidence is 
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amply supplied by himself, in chapter vii,, in which 
he proceeds to give us his psychological data. We 
observe that in the biological chapter, men and 
moralists are reprimanded for their neglect of im- 
mediate pleasures and pains. Probably the answer 
of moralists and preachers would be a partial ad- 
mission of the charge ; they would say : — Perhaps 
we have not told men quite enough that they ought 
to observe the warnings of organic pains, and recognise 
the value of delight for the sustainment and the 
invigoration of life. We are obliged to you for draw- 
ing attention to our neglect, and helping to repair it. 
But you must make allowance for the necessity of 
broad statements and clear emphasis on the parts of 
duty commonly neglected. We found that — owing 
to that deep and involved derangement of the bio- 
logical law which you have admitted and scientifically 
explained — men were far too much disposed to seek 
present pleasures for themselves and avoid present 
pains, to the neglect of remote consequences more 
important for themselves or for society. Finding the 
bow of human nature bent this way, we, in our teach- 
ing, tried to bend it back the other way — perhaps a 
shade too strongly — in the hope of getting it practi- 
cally to a tolerably straight condition. For, after all, 
the moral progress of man has largely consisted in 
his increased tendency to regard remote pleasures 
and pains and to overrule the force of the more 
proximate. — Should the moralist answer in this way, 
he will find Mr. Spencer quite inclined to agree with 
him, and to explain the fact scientifically, showing 
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how foresight increases as creatures rise in the scale 
of evolution (§ 42, pp. 106, 107). Hence the guid- 
ance of biological and psychological data together is 
reduced indeed to a minimum. We can only say 
that immediate pleasure is to be sought and imme- 
diate pain avoided when there is no reason to suppose 
that such pursuit or avoidance will bring with it a 
loss of balance of pleasure hereafter — a proposition 
which of course no Utilitarian has ever dreamt of 
denying. Even supposing Mr. Spencer’s criticism 
on the ‘ current conception ’ to be sound, it has at 
any rate no bearing whatever on Utilitarianism. 

‘ The current conception,’ he says, ‘ while it errs 
by implying that the authority of the higher over 
the lower is unlimited, errs also by implying that 
the rule of the lower must be resisted even when it 
does not conflict with the rule of the higher, and 
further errs by implying that a gratification which 
forms a proper aim if it is remote, forms an improper 
aim if it is proximate ’ (§ 43). 

I now come to the important account of the 
genesis of the moral consciousness (chapter vii. §§ 44- 
47). We may observe that prima facie this is an 
explanation of how our moral sentiments and current 
rules have come to be what they are, not a deduc- 
tion of what our rules ought to be. The distinction 
between the two is very important ; how far the one 
throws light upon the other I will afterwards con- 
sider. I proceed now to expound the theory. 

‘The essential trait in the moral consciousness,’ 
Mr. Spencer says, ‘ is the control of some feeling or 



Ill 


DATA OF ETHICS 


171 


feelings by some other feeling or feelings ’ — the 
‘simpler and less ideal by the more complex and 
more ideal ’ ; again, a cardinal trait in the self- 
restraint called moral is a ‘ conscious relinquishment 
of immediate and special good ’ to gain ‘ distant and 
general good.’ But this is also a cardinal trait of 
other restraints not properly called moral ; and the 
important point in Mr. Spencer’s explanation is the 
gradual ‘ differentiation ’ of moral restraint, in the 
course of evolution, from these other restraints. 
He describes how savage man’s impulses are at first 
restrained by a vague dread of the anger of other 
savages, living and dead (the dead being taken into 
account as the ghost- theory develops), and how there 
is gradually evolved into distinctness man’s dread 
of the actual chieftain which becomes the political 
sanction ; his dread of the former chieftain’s ghost, 
gradually promoted to a deity, which becomes the 
religious sanction ; and his regard for the praise and 
blame of his fellows, which becomes the social 
sanction — all these generally harmonising with and 
supporting each other. These, however, are not the 
moral control, but only preparatory to it (§ 44, p. 
118), because, Mr. Spencer says, the evil consequences 
the representation of which restrains, are ‘ factitious,’ 
not ‘ necessary and natural.’ Still it is from the 
restraints generated by these three that the notion 
of moral obligation is originally derived : as the 
results dreaded in these cases — ‘ legal penalty, 
supernatural punishment, social reprobation ’ — though 
‘ incidental rather than necessary,’ are capable of 
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being more ‘ vividly conceived ’ than the results 
which, in the course of things, actions ‘ naturally ’ 
entail : as being ‘ simpler and more directly wrought 
by personal agencies.’ 

The strictly moral feelings and restraints consist, 
according to Mr. Spencer, in the representation, not of 
extrinsic and factitious, but of intrinsic and ‘ necessary 
natural ’ effects ; they have therefore developed later 
than the feelings and restraints that originate from 
political, religious, and social authorities, and under 
conditions which only these other restraints could 
maintain. Having thus developed, they have come to 
be quite independent of these other restraints in 
conscious experience. 

Let us concentrate attention on the special feeling 
of obligation; this is referred to two elements com- 
bined — (1) the consciousness that such feelings have 
‘ higher authority as guides to welfare ’ than the 
simpler feelings that they restrain ; this is illustrated 
by the ‘ moral authority ’ of the ‘higher self-regarding 
feelings.’ But to this is added (2) the ‘ element of 
coerciveness J ^ Spencer holds that this is imported 
by the association of strictly moral restraint with 
political, religious, and social restraint, and will fade 
‘ as the moral motive . . . becomes distinct and pre- 
dominant’ (§ 46, pp. 127, 128). There is a certain 
want of clearness, I think, here. Mr. Spencer begins 
by tracing the ‘ sentiment of moral obligation or 
duty ’ to the superior authority of moral sentiments 
as guides, and says that ‘ this idea of authoritative- 

^ Cf. Bain, The Emotions^ chap. xv. 
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ness is one element in the abstract consciousness of 
duty ’ ; then he traces a second element, the ‘ feeling 
of coerciveness,’ which, however (p. 127), seems to be 
identified with the feeling of obligation itself. There 
are really two (Questions as regards the ‘ transitoriness ’ 
which Mr. Spencer attributes to the sense of duty, 
relating respectively to the idea of ‘ authoritativeness ’ 
and the element of ‘ coerciveness.’ The disappearance 
of the second would follow naturally from the independ- 
ence of strictly moral restraint, so far as the coerciveness 
has only got transferred to moral restraint through 
association. But why should the first thus dis- 
appear? The faet is that this notion of the transitori- 
ness of moral obligation starts Mr, Spencer towards his 
Utopia, and he travels so rapidly in fancy that the 
difference between these two elements, ‘ authorita- 
tiveness’ and ‘coerciveness,’ and the corresponding 
difierence between their probable disappearance, is 
overlooked by his careering imagination. It would 
seem that after the moral restraint has disengaged 
itself from the political, religious, and social sanctions, 
it will still have the character of a restraint, just 
as the ‘ higher, self- regarding feelings, prudence 
and economy.’ However, no doubt when Utopia is 
reached and Man has become perfectly adapted to 
his environment, he will always like doing his 
duty ; and we reach the result which is stated 
on p. 129 (§ 46) : — 

In their proper times and places and proportions, the moral 
sentiments will guide men just as spontaneously and adequately 
as now do the sensations. And though, joined with their regu- 
lating influence when this is called for, will exist latent ideas of 
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the evils which nonconformity would bring ; these will occupy 
the mind no more than do ideas of the evils of starvation at the 
time when a healthy appetite is being satisfied by a meal. 

Meanwhile there is one result of Mr. Spencer’s view 
of which he hardly sees the full gravity : a sentiment 
regarded as imported by association, and destined to 
vanish, cannot now ‘ coerce us much.’ Of this later. 
For the present we will return to our main question and 
ask : Do we get any further guidance from the account 
of the gradual growth into independence of truly 
moral restraint, at first undistinguished from the 
political, religious, and social restraints — from fear 
of the anger of an actual live chief, or of a former 
chief, now dead (a ghost promoted to be a god), 
or of fellow-members of the tribe — the truly moral 
restraint being exercised by the representation of the 
necessary natural painful consequences of bad actions? 
Does this analysis help us at all towards the perfor- 
mance of the task which Mr. Spencer announced of 
‘ making utilitarian ethics deductive ’ ? I cannot 
see that it does. We learn, indeed, that the ‘ element 
of coerciveness ’ in our existing consciousness of moral 
restraint is merely transitory, being imported by 
association from these other restraints, but this, if 
true, relates only to the form of the moral conscious- 
ness : it does not assist us in determining the matter 
of utilitarian duty. Suppose that so far as we are 
truly moral, we are to put aside the consideration of 
what government will do, or public opinion, or God 
— though why should we, if there are actual pleasur- 
able or painful consequences ? But suppose we do. 
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for the sake of argument — still the question remains : 
How are we to know ‘what is most conducive to 
general happiness ’ ? 

It would seem, therefore, that if we are to get a 
Deductive Utilitarianism at all, we must get it entirely 
from the Sociological View. Turning to this we find 
Mr. Spencer saying that ‘ Ethics from the sociological 
point of view becomes nothing less than a definite 
account of the forms of conduct that are fitted to the 
associated state, in such wise that the lives of each 
and all may be the greatest possible, alike in length 
and breadth ’ (en passant observe that here we have 
the ‘ biological end ’ unqualified). As he rightly says, 
the modifications of conduct necessitated by the social 
state — imposed on each individual by his relations to 
others — have come to constitute the chief part of the 
moral code. And here, as I willingly recognise, Mr. 
Spencer gets beyond the vague generalities and plati- 
tudes which are all that the Biological and Psycho- 
logical views yielded, and lays down fundamental 
rules, which, if they can be cogently established with 
due precision, are undoubtedly important. 

These we will presently consider. But at the 
outset arises the fundamentally important question 
as to the ultimate end and standard of right con- 
duct, which the conclusion of chapter iii. left open. It 
there appeared that ‘ no school can avoid taking for 
the ultimate moral aim a desirable state of feeling 
called by whatever name — gratification, enjoyment, 
happiness. Pleasure somewhere, at some time, to 
some being or beings, is an inexpugnable element of 
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the conception.’ But greatest pleasure to one being 
or one set of beings may be incompatible with greatest 
pleasure to another set ; and when we are considering 
the restraints imposed on the individual’s conduct by 
his relations to other men, it is fundamentally im- 
portant for us to know how far we are to ask the 
individual to aim at their happiness rather than his 
own. Indeed I think it is a defect in the account of 
‘ truly moral restraint ’ which the Psychological View 
gave us that the immense difference to the individual 
between his own pleasures and those of others was 
left too much in the background. 

Let us compare the earlier, not strictly moral, re- 
straints — political, religious, social — and that which 
Mr. Spencer regards as strictly moral. Firstly, we 
find, I think, that the difference between them does 
not lie, as he rather suggests, in the directness 
and proximity of the former as contrasted with the 
indirectness and remoteness of the latter. Indeed 
the contrast is clearly the other way, when we con- 
sider the religious restraint especially ; the evils that 
will happen to me from the wrath of heaven in 
consequence of the day of judgment, are obviously 
far more indirect and remote than the mischievous 
effects of my action on others. And even in the 
case of legal penalties and social disapprobation the 
same may be said. Nor does it seem to me that we 
can treat as fundamental the distinction which Mr. 
Spencer draws between the ‘ artificial ’ or ‘ factitious ’ 
consequences the fear of which causes the non-moral 
restraint, and the ‘ necessary natural ’ consequences 
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which the moral restraint represents. For snrely if I 
make myself a nuisance to society, the feelings that 
will prompt other men to do disagreeable things to 
me are as ‘ natural and necessary ’ — if this latter word 
is in place at all — as their feeling of the mischief I do 
them. The essential difference is rather in this, that 
in the former case it is evil primarily to myself 
that deters ; in ‘ truly moral ’ feeling, in the main, 
it is evil to others, only apprehended by me sym- 
pathetically. 

We have therefore to meet the question : Why and' 
how far should I concern myself about evil to others, 
when the sympathetic pain to myself is not such as to 
outweigh the loss of pleasure involved in submitting 
to the restraint ? Granting that as society develops 
sympathetic pain will affect me more and more, still, 
for a long time, I am not likely to feel ‘remote diffused 
bad consequences ’ to others as much as they will feel 
them. Ouglit I, as a moral agent, in the long interval 
that will intervene before this consummation of sym- 
pathy is reached, to consider them equally, and if so. 



LECTURE IV 

DATA OF ETHICS — CHAPTERS XI. TO XIV, AND 
CHAPTER VIII, 

The question asked at the end of the last Lecture is 
answered, so far as it can he said to be answered at 
all by Mr. Spencer, in chapters xi.-xiv. on Egoism 
versus Altruism, Altruism versus Egoism, Trial and 
Compromise, and Conciliation. Briefly, Mr. Spencer’s 
view is that ‘ pure Egoism ’ and ‘ pure Altruism ’ are 
both rejected — i.e. both the formula ‘live for yourself 
solely,’ and the Comtist formula ‘ live entirely for 
others.’ A compromise between the two is necessary 
at the present stage of evolution, and for some time 
to come ; but we may look forward to an ultimate 
‘ Conciliation ’ when, as the poet says. 

Each will find his own in all men's good. 

For the present the compromise is that ‘ general 
happiness is to be achieved mainly through the ade- 
quate pursuit of their own happiness by individuals 
while, reciprocally, the happinesses of the individuals 
are to be achieved in part by the pursuit of the 
general happiness (§ 91).’ But this general formula 
does not recognise the possibility of the two being 
presented as alternatives ; yet Mr. Spencer cannol 
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and does not deny that they may be so presented. 
So that notwithstanding the so-called compromise, 
the necessity of choosing betw^een one’s own happi- 
ness and the general happiness may arise for the 
individual in determining the conduct reasonable for 
him here and now. 

Mr. Spencer does not directly face this question ; 
and perhaps the reason why he does not face it is that, 
in chapters xi.-xiv. he does not, in my opinion, clearly 
distinguish the question of Ultimate End from that 
of Proximate End — or, to put it otherwise, the 
question of the test, standard, or criterion of right 
conduct, from the question of practical direction of 
conduct, — whereas it certainly seems to me that the 
two questions should be treated quite separately. 
Thus in chapter xi. [Egoism versus Altruism) Mr. 
Spencer lays stress on the point that ‘ the acts 
required for continued self-preservation ’ of individuals 
are the ‘ first requisites to universal welfare.’ He 
points out how the principle of the ‘ survival of the 
fittest ’ in ‘ the struggle for existence ’ establishes 
the advantage, to the Avhole, of the egoistic competition 
of individuals each trying to reap the benefits of his 
better adaptation to his environment ; since only by 
this ‘arrangement’ is there maintained a continual 
tendency to the reaching of a higher life, and, there- 
fore, greater happiness on the whole. He shows how 
the individual who neglects his own health and 
starves his own capacity for the ‘ miscellaneous 
pleasures life offers,’ hands down tendencies to misery 
or incapacities for happiness to his descendants. How 
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not only posterity but contemporaries gain in happi- 
ness by the successful egoism of any individual 
directly and indirectly ; for an important condition 
of making others happy is to be happy, and the 
‘ inadequately egoistic individual ’ loses more or less 
the ability to be duly serviceable to others. How 
again altruism defeats its own end by generating 
‘ unscrupulous egoism ’ in others : the selfish prey on 
the unselfish, and grow more hardened through 
success in selfishness ; how again it tends to retard 
the ‘ desirable mitigation of egoism in the average 
nature ’ by the prevention or undue retardation of 
marriage on the part of the unduly altruistic. — In 
most, if not all, these arguments I recognise much 
force ; but what I am now concerned to argue is, that 
they all assume general happiness to be the ultimate 
end, and maintain the superiority of egoism as a 
means to this end. The arguments are irrelevant 
except to a mind that has already accej)ted universal 
happiness as the ultimate standard and criterion of 
right conduct. 

On the other hand, in chapter xiii. he certainly 
appears to attack Bentham and his followers for hold- 
ing that general happiness should be the ultimate end 
and final standard of right conduct ; and refuses to 
admit ‘ that from the standpoint of pure reason, the 
happiness of others has no less a claim as an object 
of pursuit for each than personal happiness.' But he 
seems to treat this position as identical with the 
‘ theory which makes general happiness the sole (or 
almost the sole) immediate object of pursuit ' ; a 
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theory very remote from Bentham’s — whose practical 
view was characteristically expressed in the sentence 
that ‘ self-regard alone will serve for diet, though 
sympathy is very good for dessert ’ — and not main- 
tained, so far as I am aware, by any of his leading 
disciples. And it is only against this latter doctrine, 
which he more frequently and properly designates as 
‘ pure altruism,’ that Mr. Spencer’s arguments are in 
any way effective ; the issue (as he himself states it) is 
whether ‘ equitable egoism ’ or ‘ pure altruism ’ wilj! 
produce the ‘ greatest sum of happiness ’ on the 
whole ; and his conclusion is that ‘ general happinesi 
is to be achieved mainly through the adequate pursuit 
of their own happiness by individuals,’ and reallv 
assumes that greatest happiness is the ultimate end. 

I have criticised in another place ^ Bentham’s reply 
to the fundamental question which remains to be 
answered after Hedonism is taken as established : — 
After we have decided that the ultimate moral aim 
must be ‘ desirable feeling, pleasure, satisfaction, 
enjoyment, happiness to some sentient being,’ how 
are wo to decide which sentient beings are to be 
taken into account, and how their happiness is to be 
estimated ? This is a question to which Bentham’s 
Utilitarianism does not give a perfectly clear 
answer. He says that actions are to be approved 
or disapproved according to their tendency to 
augment the happiness of the party whose interest 
is in question ; but he does not make quite clear 

^ Outlines of the History of Ethics, chapter iv. § 15. (Cf. also the Author’s 
article on Bentham and Benthamism in Ethics and Politics, in the Fortnightly 
Review for May 1877.) 
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whose interest is in question for the moralist in 
Private Ethics as distinct from Legislation. At the 
close of his life this seems clearly attributable to his 
belief in the coincidence of the two ends ; but it 
is not clear as regards his earlier view, and is 
hard to reconcile with his low view of the motives of 
average humanity. At any rate, however, according to 
one aspect of Bentham’s system, and the one which, 
handed on to Mill, has been most influential in recent 
times, the ultimate end and standard for right private 
conduct is general or aggregate happiness ; or to give 
a precise interpretation to Bentham’s phrase, we may 
say that the party whose interest is in question 
includes all sentient beings — so far as their feelings 
are capable of being materially affected by the agent’s 
conduct. And in estimating the respective im- 
portance of the elements of this aggregate regarded 
as an ultimate end, no one sentient being can count 
for more than another, except so far as the happiness 
that is, or might be, enjoyed by one, is superior in 
intensity to that which another is capable of en- 
joying ; it is with this qualification that Bentham’s 
proposition, ‘ Every one to count for one, and no one 
for more than one,’ is to be understood. As so under- 
stood, it seems to me absolutely incontrovertible, and 
indeed implied in the adoption of general happiness 
as end. 

And on the whole, I am disposed to think that in 
the polemic against the Utilitarianism of Bentham and 
Mill in chapter xiii. §§ 85-89, what Mr. Spencer means 
to attack is not the proposition that conduciveness to 
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general happiness should be taken as the ultimate 
standard for determining the right formula of 
conduct, but the doctrine that it should be as much 
as possible taken as the immediate end. I infer this 
from a passage (§ 91, p. 237) in which he says : — 

It is a truth insisted on by moralists and recognised in 
common life, that the achievement of individual happiness is not 
proportionate to the degree in which individual happiness is 
made the object of direct pursuit ; but there has not yet become 
current the belief that, in like manner, the achievement of 
general happiness is not proportionate to the degree in which 
general happiness is made the object of direct pursuit. Yet 
failure of direct pursuit in the last case is more reasonably to be 
expected than in the first. 

But if Mr. Spencer means to imply, as he certainly 
suggests to his readers, that the practical directions of 
Bentham and Mill are that every one is to make 
universal happiness the object of direct pursuit, his 
misunderstanding of these authors is so complete 
that it can only be accounted for on the supposition 
of his having read their writings very partially. 
As regards Bentham, it is weak to say that he does 
not teach this : he teaches repeatedly and emphatically 
the exact opposite of this. Not only does he tell us, 
in the phrase quoted above, that ‘ self-regard alone 
will serve for diet,’ but he further argues in a 
manner not unlike Mr. Spencer’s, against the absurd 
supposition that each could make the happiness of 
others his primary aim. Thus he says ; — 

‘ For after exception made of the case of children 
not arrived at the age at which they are capable 
of going alone, or adults reduced by infirmity to a 
helpless state, take any two individuals A and B, 
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and suppose the whole care of the happiness of B 
confined to the breast of A, B himself not having any 
part in it, and this to be the case throughout, it will 
soon appear that, in this state of things, the species 
would not continue in existence, and that a few 
months, not to say weeks or days, would suffice for 
the annihilation of it. 

' Of all the modes in which for the governance of 
one and the same individual, the two faculties could 
be conceived as placed in different seats — sensation 
and consequent desire in one breast, judgment and 
consequent action in another, this is the most simple. 
If, as has with less truth been said of the blind lead- 
ing the blind, both would in such a state of things 
be continually falling into the ditch, much more 
frequently and more speedily fatal would be the falls, 
supposing the separation to take place upon any more 
complex plan. Suppose the care of the happiness of 
A being taken altogether from A, were divided 
between B and C, the happiness of B and C being 
provided for in the same complex manner, and so on ; 
the greater the complication the more speedy would 
the destruction be, and the more flagrant the ab- 
surdity of a supposition, assuming the existence of 
such a state of things.’ ^ 

Certainly if there ever was a writer to whom 
‘ altruism ’ in Mr. Spencer’s bad sense — the altruism 
which inculcates self-sacrifice and self-suppression 
without limit or reserve — is not to be attributed, it 
is Bentham. Hence the combination of Benthamite 

^ Bentham's Works^ 1843, vol. ix., Preface to the Qonstituticnuil Code^ p. 6. 
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Utilitarianism and Comtist Altruism against which 
Mr. Spencer appears to be arguing in chapter xiii. is 
the most grotesque man of straw that a philosopher 
ever set up in order to knock it down. 

The case of Mill is different : in fact one of the 
fundamental differences between Bentham and Mill is 
due to the powerful influence of Comte on the latter. 
Mill does inculcate self-sacrifice in particular cases : 
he knows that under the present imperfect social 
system a choice will often have to be made between 
the agent’s own greatest happiness and greatest 
happiness generally, and he demands of the moral 
man that he shall choose the latter. Hence the. con- 
fusion of Mill’s Utilitarianism and Comte’s Altruism is 
not so grotesque as in the case of Bentham, And yet 
it is, in a sense, even more inexcusable ; because Mill in 
his Essay ^ on Auguste Comte, has expressly drawn the 
distinction between his own doctrine and Comte’s ; and 
perhaps the best corrective I can offer of what seem to 
me to be Mr. Spencer’s mistakes and confusions in 
chapter xiii. is to ask you to read through the passages 
on pp, 138-146 of Mill’s Essay — especially as Mill’s 
view appears to be a more instructive ‘ compromise ’ 
than any proposed by Mr, Spencer. I cannot think 
that if he had had these passages of Mill’s before him, 
he could possibly have framed his indictment against 
Utilitarians in the form it assumes in chapter xiii. 

As regards myself — since Mr. Spencer in his reply is 
obliging enough to designate me as now the ‘foremost 
representative of Utilitarianism as hitherto conceived,’ 


^ Auguste Comic and Positivism^ 2nd edit. 1866. 
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I must just point out that I have recognised clearly, 
though without either the emphasis of Bentham or 
the eloquence of Mill, the practical claims of egoism.^ 
I think, therefore, that I am justified in saying that 
Mr. Spencer’s apparent antagonism to the English 
utilitarian school is due to misunderstanding ; and 
that his quarrel in chapters xi.-xiv. is not with the 
sober, qualified, and guarded ‘ altruism ’ of Bentham 
or his disciples, but with the hard sayings of the 
prophet and high-priest of Positivism, which I am 
certainly not prepared altogether to defend. In 
short, Mr. Spencer has been confounding English 
Utilitarianism with Comtism. 

And yet even for Comte i should like to say a 
word ; even for Comte’s suppression of egoistic 
impulses there is a somewhat better case than Mr. 
Spencer admits. First, in urging men to ‘ live for 
others’ unreservedly, Comte did not intend to deny 
that the principle might be hypothetically carried too 
far, or that a society of purely altruistic human beings 
would, as Mr. Spencer argues, be a badly organised 
machine for the production of human happiness. He 
did not intend to deny this ; but his answer, and the 
answer of his disciples, to this and all other objections 
of this kind is that there is no danger : we need have 
no fear in urging men to be as unselfish as possible, 
since it is quite certain that they will always remain 
more than sufficiently selfish. But secondly, in saying 
that they will always be sufficiently selfish, Comte 
did not mean that they will always exercise in a due 

^ Cf. Book IV. chap. iii. § 3, of Methods of Ethics, 
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degree a wise and rational regard for self ; on the 
contrary, one of his grounds for inculcating altruism 
so emphatically and unreservedly is the failure of the 
merely prudential motives to make men take due care 
of their health and bodily vigour ; even doctors, as 
he says, disregard their own precepts. He held that 
men would more nearly approach to the ideal of wise 
self-regard if they were more strongly moved to take 
care of their health, not merely for their own sakes, 
but as a matter of social duty, to keep themselves in 
full vigour for performing services to others. There 
is, I hold with Mill, exaggeration in all this, but I 
cannot doubt that there is an important element of 
truth in it ; and that many people are, as a matter of 
fact, stirred up to take better care of their own bodily 
vigour and prospects of life, by an increased sense of 
their importance to others. 

To sum up : I quite accept Mr. Spencer’s view as to 
the necessity, with a view to the general happiness, of 
some such practical ‘ compromise ’ between Egoism and 
Altruism as he delineates in chapter xiii. — a compro- 
mise continually varying, as he says, with the stage in 
the evolution that has been reached. But I urge that 
the fact that compromise must be, does not determine 
the principle on which compromise is to be planned ; for 
any individual here and now, the occasions of life may 
present alternative compromises — the compromise in 
which he pursues the happiness of others so far as it 
is consistent with his own, and the compromise in 
which he pursues his own happiness so far as it is 
consistent with maximum happiness generally. Mr , 
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Spencer does not affirm that the two always coincide 
— indeed I do not think any writer on Ethics in the 
present age ventures expressly to affirm this, taking 
only mundane considerations into account. And if he 
does not, all his exposition of the growing implication 
of the interest of each with the interests of others and 
of the ultimate conciliation of the two, does not relieve 
him of the necessity of answering the question of 
the individual here and now : Which of the two 
alternative compromises am I to take ? 

It may be said to me : How do you deal with it ? 
My answer is, that unless we assume or prove the moral 
order of the world, there is a conflict between rational 
convictions. — Do I assume it ? Yes, practically, as a 
man ; provisionally, and with due recognition of the 
need of proof, as a philosopher. The assumption is 
normal to reflective man, and a postulate of Common 
Sense. 

However, to return to Mr. Spencer. Let us suppose 
that the compromise which is to be taken is that 
framed on the univcrsalistic principle — for this I con- 
ceive is what Mr. Spencer would say, when forced to 
face the dilemma — let us suppose that the individual 
is to be egoistic to that extent to which, at the present 
stage of evolution, it is on the whole conducive to 
general happiness that he should be so, taking present 
and future into account ; we thus come hack to the 
question, how far it is possible for him to determine 
this compromise by any such deductive method as that 
which Mr. Spencer advocates as alone truly scientific, 
and as the method into which utilitarian ethics ought 
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to pass. Can we lay down rules for determining what 
conduct must be conducive, and what must be detri- 
mental, to general happiness, — rules so fundamental 
as to apply throughout this varying series of com- 
promises, as well as when the final conciliation is 
achieved ? This is what Mr. Spencer thinks can be 
done, and has been adequately done.^ 

I now turn back to chapter viii. — the Sociological 
View — and ask again, whether, taking general happi- 
ness as ultimate end, Utilitarianism can be made 
deductive by Sociology ? At the outset of chapter 
viii. in § 49, I notice an assumption which illus- 
trates the rashness of Mr. Spencer’s habits of 
reasoning — rashness which here reaches, I think, 
an express and formal logical fallacy. He explains 
that though the happiness (‘ quantity of life ') of 
individuals constitutes the ultimate end, we have to 
‘ put in the foreground the welfare of the society as 
a whole,’ and to some extent to sacrifice the lives of 
individuals to it ; since the ‘ two ends are not harmoni- 
ous at the outset,’ and are ‘still partially conflicting.’ 
But he holds that this can only be in consequence of 
the presence of antagonistic societies (cf. § 49, p. 134). 
The argument takes the form. If A is, B is ; there- 
fore, if A is not, B is not. And the fallacy is not, I 
think, merely formal ; it indicates a material error 
in Mr. Spencer’s view which I shall examine when 
I pass to Part II. Not only is it illogical to con- 

^ I suppose the ‘ data ’ are conceived to be adequately given in outline in 
chapter viii. on the Sociological View, taken along with the two concluding 
chapters on Absolute and Relative Ethics and 21ic Scope of Ethics, with some 
light from chapter ix., Criticisms and Explanations. 
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elude that because a certain sacrifice of individual 
lives to the life of the community is rendered 
necessary by war between societies, therefore all 
need for such sacrifice will cease when war ceases : 
I should go furtlier and say that there is no ground for 
holding that it will cease, or that all the conflict of 
human desires and the competition for the means 
of human happiness, are due to war. In the older 
martial state of things when the Individual is to some 
extent sacrificed to the Community, since the happi- 
ness of individuals is after all an ultimate end, what 
takes place is a sacrifice or diminution of the happi- 
ness of soTne individuals for the greater happiness of 
others ; and there appears no reason why this kind 
of sacrifice should not go on, when the preservation 
of the. community is no longer threatened by human 
enemies. What Mr. Spencer means by ‘social anta- 
gonisms ’ would seem to be the state of actual war, 
or armed vigilance from time to time interrupted by 
actual fighting, between communities. But supposing 
‘ militancy ’ to have become extinct, and ‘ industrial- 
ism' everywhere dominant, we have no ground for 
hoping that industrial antagonisms will not occur, 
and we cannot say that they will not be violent. 
When armed aggression, either of individual on 
individual, or of society on society, has been put 
down, the economic conflict of industrial group with 
group, of social class with class, may still remain — 
I know no ground for hoping that it will cease. It is 
necessary to dwell on this, because, when Mr. Spencer 
passes (§ 50, p. 137) to * consider the system of ethics 
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proper to the state in which peaceful activities are 
undisturbed,’ we have to bear in mind that there 
are different kinds of disturbance; and, for example, 
that one industrial group may be reduced to some- 
thing near starvation by the action of one or more 
different industrial groups, without anything that we 
can fairly call ‘aggression’ — as by a general refusal to 
employ the services or consume the products of the 
group in question. In fact we might almost say that 
the whole dispute between Mr. Spencer’s individualism 
and modern socialism is illegitimately prejudged by 
the fallacious inference in § 49. 

This leads me to notice a fundamental difficulty in 
dealing with Mr. Spencer’s argument in this chapter, due 
to our not knowing how ideal the state is to which 
his ethics relates. There is a ‘ final permanent code ’ 
which voluntary co-operation implies, and which 
‘ alone admits of being definitely formulated, and so 
constituting ethics as a science in contrast with em- 
pirical ethics ’ (cf. § 55) ; still we are now a long way 
off this, and require temporarily a different ethics. 
This distinction is more fully developed in the two 
concluding chapters. But I wish to point out that it 
hardly seems present to Mr. Spencer’s mind through- 
out ; he continually appeals to our experience of man 
as we know him in support of the particulars of the 
codes, without suggesting the need of distinguishing 
between (1) actual men in actual society and the 
code suitable to them, and (2) ideal men in an ideal 
society and the code suitable to them. However, in 
the last two chapters the above statement — that it is 
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only a ‘ final permanent code ’ which ‘ admits of being 
definitely formulated, and so constituting ethics as a 
science in contrast with empirical ethics’ — is made 
clear and developed. 

Deferring the consideration of the utility of this 
‘ final permanent code ’ for men here and now, let us 
briefly consider its chief rules as given in chapter viii. 
The particulars of the code are sufficiently simple. 
We have : — 

(1) The negative obligations of the old Law of 
Nature (the Neminem laede of the Roman Jurists) — 
Injure no one, in person, estate, or reputation. 

(2) The main positive obligation of the Law of 
Nature — Observe contracts. 

(3) A general duty of positive beneficence — Make 
spontaneous efforts to further the welfare of others. 

Now of course we are all disposed to admit that 
these rules belong to a ‘ final permanent code ’ and 
will be observed in an ideal community : the question 
is, whether we know this any more for introducing 
Sociology — whether Mr. Spencer enables us to know 
it with a scientific certainty, unlike that which the 
Utilitarian can attain, who forms his view of the 
media axiomata of ethics from experience. I cannot 
perceive that we do gain this additional certainty so far 
as The Data of Ethics goes (I defer the consideration 
of Part IV. on J ustice). Let us consider ( 1 ) — a truism 
as Mr. Spencer calls it. The ‘ highest life accompany- 
ing completely evolved conduct’ excludes, he says, 
all acts of aggression, ‘ murder, assault, robbery . . . 
libel, injury to property, and so forth.’ I feel no 
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doubt that so long as men remain anything like what 
I know, the preservation of society requires that these 
crimes should be prevented : I know this by a very 
simple exercise of constructive imagination in which 
I use my notions of human beings derived from 
experience. I do not feel that I obtain any more 
certainty from taking the ‘ Sociological point of view ’ 
and learning that the ‘ group will lose coherence ’ if 
they are not prevented. So far as I can feel any 
doubt about any of the points, the doubt is not 
excluded by Sociology. 

Take Libel, for example ; there is a certain diffi- 
culty in drawing the line, defining what a man may 
say to annoy others. We have to restrict the freedom 
of one man in order to prevent pain to another, or 
‘ breach of the peace ’ ; the question is, how far we 
should go. And it has been seriously, if not plausibly, 
urged that the whole of this kind of restraint should 
be done away with — that society would get on better 
if plain speaking were allowed : every one’s statements 
would go for what they were worth, be believed or 
disbelieved according to his reputation and credit, and 
we should gain valuable information as to each other’s 
character, and useful additional forces to check ill- 
doing and promote well-doing. As Godwin says : ‘ If 
I have had particular opportunity to observe any man’s 
vices — there may be very sufficient reason for my 
representing him as a vicious man ... in order to 
warn those whom his errors might injure, even though 
I may be totally unable to demonstrate his vices.’ ^ 

^ Godwin’s Enquiry concerning Political Justice^ Book VI. chap. vi. 2. 

0 
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It may be urged that a progress towards publicity, 
greater mutual vigilance and mutual pressure, is a 
natural incident of social development ; as the 
Positivists say, we ought to live, and shall come to 
live, more and more ‘ in glass houses.’ We shall get 
accustomed in private life, as public men have already 
done, to the continual free criticism of newspapers : 
the danger of libel producing a breach of the peace 
will therefore diminish and become evanescent, as we 
get more adapted to this closer life of a continually 
more crowded community. 

I have urged these arguments, not because I agree 
with them, but because I feel that the point is one 
that can be argued : on the basis of empirical Utili- 
tarianism some such view as this cannot be cogently 
excluded. But when we ask whether Sociology 
enables us to exclude it, I think the answer must 
be that it leaves the matter exactly where it was. 



LECTUEE V 

DATA OF ETHICS — CHAPTERS XV., XVI. AND VIII. 

In considering chap. xv. {Absolute Ethics and Relative 
Ethics) we may first notice that there is a threefold 
distinction of questions, which is apt, if we do not 
take care, to lapse into a twofold distinction, from 
which lapse much confusion results. The three 
questions are: — (1) What would be right for an 
individual to do in an ideal society? (2) What is 
right for an individual to do here and now? (3) What 
is commonly thought to be right, either in the par- 
ticular community of which I am a member, or any 
other ? — and there is a certain danger of confounding 
(2) and (3), According to me, the primary question 
for which we seek an answer from Ethics is (2), and 
the answer to (l) is only of practical importance so far 
as it helps us to answer (2) ; but (1) is an ethical ques- 
tion, though a hypothetical one ; (3), however, is not 
from a utilitarian point of view primarily an ethical 
question at all — it is a sociological question ; that is, 
when comprehensively investigated, as embracing the 
prevalent moralities of different ages and countries, it 
is sociological rather than ethical. Still a special and 
limited part of the investigation cannot be excluded 
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from Ethics — namely, the study by any reflective 
person of the morality of his own age and country, 
the morality which through education and social life 
a normal individual finds himself sharing when he 
begins to reflect. The result of this investigation can- 
not but have an important bearing on the answer to (2) : 
What is right for the individual to do here and now ? 

At the same time the answers to questions (3) 
and (2) — from the Utilitarian point of view, in which 
Mr. Spencer and I agree — are quite clearly distinct. 
For after I have ascertained what is the Positive 
Morality, as it is called, established in the community 
of which I am a member — the commonly accepted 
moral rules and prevalent moral sentiments — I have 
still to ask : How far is it my duty to conform to 
such rules ? This is the question with which I deal, 
from a utilitarian point of view, in Book' IV. chapter 
V. of my Methods of Ethics. In the Intuitional 
view the distinction between questions (2) and (3) 
is less, and less clear ; still even in this view it cannot 
be ignored altogether. 

Now Mr. Spencer does not keep clear the threefold 
distinction of questions. The reason partly is, that, 
through an eccentricity of language, he is inclined to 
reduce paradoxically the possibility of giving a definite 
answer to question (2). This he makes plain, in § 1 00, 
by way of a criticism on statements of mine. The 
whole section should be read, but we may quote here 
the following passages from pp. 259, 261 : — 

In his Methods of Ethics (1st Ed. p. 6) Mr. Sidgwick says : — 
‘ That there is in any given circumstances some one thing which 
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ought to be done, and that this can be known, is a fundamental 
assumption, made not by philosophers only, but by all men who 
perform any processes of moral reasoning/ . . . Instead of admitting 
that there is in every case a right and a wrong, it may be con- 
tended that in multitudinous cases no right, properly so-called, 
can be alleged, but only a least wrong ; and further, it may be 
contended that in many of these cases where there can be alleged 
only a least wrong, it is not possible to ascertain with any precision 
which is the least wrong . . . conduct conceived as bad proves 
always to be that which inflicts somewhere a surplus of either 
positive or negative pain; then the absolutely good, the absolutely 
right, in conduct, can be that only which produces pure pleasure 
— pleasure unalloyed with pain anywhere. By implication, 
conduct which has any concomitant of pain, or any painful con- 
sequence, is partially wrong ; and the highest claim to be made 
for such conduct is, that it is the least wrong which, under the 
conditions, is possible — the relatively right (SS 100, 101). 

I do not — as Mr. Spencer suggests — exclude in- 
different acts — still less acts of which the moral 
character is not definitely cognisable. But I hold 
that really indifferent acts, acts of which the con- 
sequences — if all the consequences could be foreseen 
— are absolutely balanced, are probably very rare : 
though acts which relatively to our powers of 
judgment are indifferent are not uncommon. This 
is one ground for limiting practically the sphere of 
moral judgment : another ground being the self-limita- 
tion of the principle of aiming at general happiness 
by the consideration that happiness will be better 
attained if other ends are directly sought, under 
restrictions laid down by regard to general happiness. 
The issue between us here is really to a great extent 
verbal. Mr. Spencer says ‘ only a least wrong,’ mean- 
ing that some effects must be painful ; but he does 
not deny that the less wrong ought to be chosen by a 
moral agent ; and that is what I mean by calling it 
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right, and I conceive that my use of the term is in 
harmony with Common Sense. As for cases where it 
is not possible to say which is least wrong, we may 
quote one illustration from those given in § 103 : — 

Here is a merchant who loses by the failure of a man 
indebted to him. Unless he gets help he himself will fail j and 
if he fails he will bring disaster not only on his family but on 
all who have given him credit. Even if by borrowing he is 
enabled to meet immediate engagements, he is not safe ; for the 
time is one of panic, and others of his debtors by going to the 
wall may put him in further difficulties. Shall he ask a friend 
for a loan 1 On the one hand, is it not wrong forthwith to bring 
on himself, his family, and those who have business relations with 
him, the evils of his failure t On the other hand, is it not wrong 
to hypothecate the property of his friend, and lead him too, with 
his belongings and dependents, into similar risks 1 The loan 
would probably tide him over his difficulty ; in which case would 
it not be unjust to his creditors did he refrain from asking it ? 
Contrariwise, the loan would very possibly fail to stave off his 
bankruptcy ; in which case is not his action in trying to obtain 
it practically fraudulent ? Though in extreme cases it may be 
easy to say which course is the least wrong, how is it possible in 
all those medium cases where even by the keenest man of business 
the contingencies cannot be calculated ? 

There is no disagreement between me and Mr. 
Spencer as to the great doubtfulness of the details of 
Utilitarian Ethics : and I have shown elaborately in 
Book II. of my Methods of Ethics that the nature of 
the method does not admit of ‘ least measurement ' of 
quantities of happiness, but I think that in the cases 
given by Mr. Spencer as examples in § 103 the ‘ con- 
servative considerations ’ urged in Methods of Ethics ^ 

* Of. Book IV. chap. i. § 1, p. 473 : — ‘ For though the imperfection tliat 
we find in all the actual conditions of human existence — wo may even say in 
the universe at large as judged from a human point of view— is ultimately 
found even in Morality itself, in so far as this is contemplated as Positive ; 
still, practically, we are much less concerned with correcting and improving 
than we are with realising and enforcing it. The Utilitarian must repudiate 
altogether that temper of rebellion against the established morality, as some* 
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would more often turn the scale on the side of ordinary 
morality than he allows — for instance, I can hardly 
conceive a man sincerely thinking it his duty to get 
a loan from a friend without revealing his circum- 
stances. It is assumed to be by deception, and 
therefore a breach of the implied understanding of 
friendship. Still I quite agree in the general proposi- 
tions that there are many doubtful cases in life — 
including many of the old ‘ cases of casuistry ’ in 
which a conscientious Utilitarian would really find 
it difficult to decide.^ 

The main issue between me and Mr. Spencer is 
as to the value of Absolute Ethics. And here it is 
necessary for me to explain the difference between 
the Spencerian doctrine that I had before me when 
writing my Methods of Ethics and the Spencerian 
doctrine presented in Data of Ethics. 

In Data of Ethics, throughout chapters xv. and 
xvi., it is recognised that there is an important subject 
of systematic study called Relative Ethics ; and the 
whole inquiry in those chapters is as to the relation 
which Absolute Ethics bears to this. The subjeet 
matter of Absolute Ethics is the conduct of ideal men 
in an ideal society, ‘ perfect conduct.’ The subject 
matter of Relative Ethics is the ‘ imperfect conduct 
of actual men in an actual society, which, as producing 
some pain, is not in Mr. Spencer’s view absolutely right 

thing purely external and conventional, into which the reflective mind is 
always apt to fall when it is first convinced that the established rules are not 
intrinsically reasonable. ’ 

^ In such cases I think that a practical rule of some value is, to contemplate 
fully the bad consequences of one’s action and try to minimise the harm that 
they must inevitably do. 
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but only relatively right, or least wrong. It enunciates 
‘ certain relative truths ’ and ‘ ascertains with ap- 
proximate correctness what is relatively right.’ It is 
paralleled with ‘ mechanical science fitted for dealing 
with the real’ as contrasted with ‘ideal mechanical 
science.’ It is paralleled with Astronomy so far as 
dealing with the exact position of the stars and ascer- 
taining actual truths concerning them. Mr. Spencer’s 
whole effort here is directed to show that Absolute 
Ethics must precede Kelative Ethics. He points out 
that, in the case of Mechanics, we require an 
abstract or ideal science which deals with a hypo- 
thetical set of facts simpler than actual facts — 
supposes levers absolutely rigid, fulcrums without 
breadth, projectiles that meet with no resistance from 
the air — and the study of this ‘ideal mechanical 
science ’ must precede the study of ‘ mechanical 
science fitted for dealing with the real.’ He points 
out that similarly, in the case of Astronomy, the 
‘truths respecting simple, theoretically exact’ rela- 
tions — ideal circles and ellipses — must be ascertained 
before the truths respecting the complex and practically 
inexact relations that actually exist. He argues that, 
similarly, Absolute Ethics, dealing with ideal conduct 
in an ideal society, should precede Kelative Ethics. 

All this gives a clear and coherent view ; but Mr. 
Spencer, in connecting his statement with a con- 
troversy directed against my view that the primary 
object of Ethics is not to determine what ought to 
be done in an ideal society,^ misunderstands my 

^ Methods of Ethics^ Book I. chap. ii. § 2. 
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argument. That argument consisted of two parts, 
the first directed against the more extreme view of 
Absolute Ethics given in Mr. Spencer’s Social Statics, 
the second against the view given in Data of Ethics. 
Mr. Spencer has taken the first part to answer, 
regarding it as arguing the question argued in the 
second part, and has altogether ignored the second. 
In Social Statics it is maintained not merely — as 
in Data of Ethics — that Absolute Ethics which 
‘ formulates normal conduct in an ideal society ’ ought 
to ‘ take precedence of Relative Ethics ’ ; but that 
Absolute Ethics is the only kind of Ethics with 
which a philosophical moralist can possibly concern 
himself. To quote Mr. Spencer’s words : — 

Any proposed system of morals which recognises existing 
defects, and countenances acts made needful by them, stands self- 
condemned. . . . Moral law . . . requires as its postulate that 
human beings be perfect. The philosophical moralist treats 
solely, of the straight man . . . shows in what relationship he 
stands to other straight men ... a problem in which a crooked 
man forms one of the elements, is insoluble by him (Social Statics, 
chapter i.). 

Still more definitely is Relative Ethics excluded in 
the following passage of the concluding chapter of 
the same treatise (the italics are mine) : — 

It will very likely be urged that, whereas the'perfect moral code 
is confessedly beyond the fulfilment of imperfect men, some 
other code is needful for our present guidance ... to say that 
the imperfect man requires a moral code which recognises his 
imperfection and allows for it, seems at first sight reasonable. But 
it is not really so ... a system of morals which shall recognise 
man’s present imperfections and allow for them cannot be devised, 
and would be useless if it could be devised. 

I observe that Mr. Spencer, in replying to me, 
refers to his Social Statics, as though he still held 
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the opinions there expressed ; but I must confess that 
I cannot reconcile these passages, and others that 
might be quoted from the same context, with the 
view of Eelative Ethics given in the concluding 
chapters of Data of Ethics. At any rate, it was in 
opposition to the earlier view (in Social Statics) and 
not to the later one that I thought it fair to adduce 
the analogy of geometry and astronomy, and to 
suggest the absurdity of a ‘ philosophical astronomer ’ 
declining to deal with any planets that did not move 
in perfect ellipses. As I have indicated, Mr. Spencer, 
in his rejoinder, takes the suggested analogy to relate 
to the question whether the study of Absolute Ethics 
should precede that of Eelative Ethics. Had this 
been my meaning, the reference to astronomy would 
have been manifestly inappropriate. But in fact it 
was only in the paragraph succeeding that to which 
Mr. Spencer has replied that I began to discuss this 
latter question, as is evident from the following 
sentences with which my second paragraph opens : 
‘ This inquiry (I say) into the morality of an ideal 
society can therefore be at best but a preliminary 
investigation, after which the step from the ideal 
to the actual remains to be taken. We have to 
ask, then, how far such a preliminary construction 
seems desirable.’ I go on to state my objections 
to that more moderate view of the claims of Abso- 
lute Ethics which is expounded in the treatise before 
us. These objections Mr. Spencer has not noticed ; 
in fact his interest in my argument seems to have 
ceased exactly at the point at which it began to 
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be really relevant to bis present position. In tbe 
first place, granting — a large grant — that Mr. 
Spencer’s ideal society, in which the voluntary 
actions of all the members cause ‘ pleasure un - 
alloyed by pain anywhere’ to all who are affected 
by them, is one which we can conceive as possible, 
it seems to me quite impossible to ascertain a 
priori the nature of the human beings composing 
such a society with sufficient definiteness and cer- 
tainty to enable us to determine their code of con- 
duct. It has not come within Mr. Spencer’s plan 
to delineate this code in the present treatise, other- 
wise than in the scantiest and most general way ; but 
among the meagre generalities that he has given us, 
I can find nothing that is in any degree important 
which is not also in a high degree disputable. The 
most important is undoubtedly the formula of Absolute 
Justice as the fundamental principle for regulating 
social co-operation. Of this Mr. Spencer, in the con- 
cluding chapter, gives the following statement : — 

Individual life is possible only on condition that each organ 
is paid for its action by an equivalent of blood, while the 
organism as a whole obtains from the environment assimilable 
matters that compensate for its efforts ; and the mutual depend- 
ence of parts in the social organism necessitates that, alike for 
its total life and the lives of its units, there similarly shall be 
maintained a due proportion between returns and labours : the 
natural relation between Avork and Avelfare shall be preserved 
intact. . . . That principle of equivalence Avhich meets us Avhen 
we seek its roots in the laws of individual life, involves the idea 
of measure; and on passing to social life, the same principle 
introduces us to the conception of equity or equalness, in the 
relation of citizens to one another ; the elements of the questions 
arising are quantitative, and hence the solutions assume a more 
scientific form (§ 109 ). 
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Here, in speaking of a ‘due proportion between 
returns and labours,’ Mr. Spencer does not mean 
merely — as the analogy of the individual organism 
might lead us to suppose — that each labourer will 
receive the means of carrying on his labour in the 
most efficient manner ; his meaning is, as several 
other passages show, that he will receive a share of 
wealth proportioned to the value of his labour. But 
so far as this share is more than our ideal labourer 
needs for labouring efficiently, I see no ground for 
affirming a ‘priori that he will receive it in an ideal 
society, since it is quite conceivable that the surplus 
would produce more happiness if distributed among 
other ideal persons. To this Mr. Spencer would 
probably answer (cf. chapter xi. § 69) that unless 
‘ superiority profits by the rewards of superiority ’ 
the struggle for existence, to which ‘ the progress of 
organisation and the reaching of a higher life’ have 
hitherto been due, can no longer continue. This 
is doubtless a weighty consideration in dealing with 
the practical problems of existing societies ; but I 
cannot admit its relevancy in ‘ Absolute Ethics ’ 
until it is shown how we are to get the advantages 
of the struggle for existence without their attendant 
disadvantages — that is, without some pain to those 
who are defeated in the struggle ; for all such pain 
is ex hypothesi excluded from Mr. Spencer’s ideal 
society, in which all voluntary actions produce un- 
alloyed pleasure. Again, I cannot see any validity 
in the conception of ‘ equalness,’ as governing the 
relations of ideal citizens, except so far as it means 
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merely that similar persons will be treated similarly ; 
for we cannot know a priori how far our ideal 
citizens will be dissimilar, and therefore reasonably 
subjected to dissimilar treatment. The progress of 
evolution, Mr. Spencer elsewhere tells us, is to 
increase heterogeneity ; but how are we to know the 
degree of heterogeneity which the ideal society will 
exhibit? This point is very important in reference 
to a further question, that Mr. Spencer indicates, as 
to the legitimate ends and limits of governmental 
authority. I cannot conceive how this question is 
to be definitely answered, unless we know in what 
varying degrees political wisdom is distributed among 
our more or less heterogeneous ideal citizens ; and 
how can we precisely know this ? 

If we consider Mr. Spencer’s two analogies in this 
chapter — Geometry and Physiology — each of them is, 
it appears to me, admirably adapted to illustrate what 
is not to be found in his Ideal or Absolute Ethics. 
(1) Geometry : because of (a) the definite conceptions 
that we can form of our ideal or abstract lines, 
squares, and circles, so that we can reason about their 
ideal relations with perfect clearness and precision ; 
and (6) the comparatively close approximation between 
these — almost always capable of being made as close 
as we like for practical purposes — and the boundaries 
of the actual spaces with which practical necessities 
force us to deal. Both these characteristics are con- 
spicuously wanting in Mr. Spencer’s Absolute Ethics. 
Granting that we can conceive as possible a society 
in which the actions of all the members produce 
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‘ pleasure unalloyed by pain anywhere,’ we certainly 
cannot conceive their relations or actions with definite- 
ness and certainty. And, as I say in nay Methods 
of Ethics, even if it were otherwise, even if we could 
construct scientifically Mr. Spencer’s ideal morality, 
I do not think such a construction would be of much 
avail in solving the practical problems of actual 
humanity. For a society in which — to take one point 
only — there is no such thing as punishment, is 
necessarily a society with its essential structure so 
unlike our own, that it would be idle to attempt any 
close imitation of its rules of behaviour. It might 
possibly be best for us to conform approximately 
to some of these rules ; but this we could only know 
by examining each particular rule in detail ; we 
could have no general grounds for concluding that it 
would be best for us to conform to them as far as 
possible. For even supposing that this ideal society 
is ultimately to be realised, it must at any rate be 
separated from us by a considerable interval of evolu- 
tion ; hence it is not unlikely that the best way of 
progressing towards it will be some other than the 
apparently directest way, and that we shall reach it 
more easily if we begin by moving away from it. 
Whether this is so or not, and to what extent, 
can only be known by carefully examining the 
ejffects of conduct on actual human beings, and 
inferring its probable efiects on the human beings 
whom we may expect to exist in the proximate 
future.^ 

^ Methods of Ethics^ Book IV, chap, iv, § 2. 
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But (2) Mr. Spencer’s comparison with Physiology 

facilitates criticism still further. Physiology, he says, 

. . . describes the various functions which, as combined, 
constitute and maintain life ; and in treating of them it 
assumes that they are severally performed in right ways, in due 
amounts, and in proper order ; it recognises only healthy func- 
tions. If it explains digestion, it supposes that the heart is 
supplying blood and that the visceral nervous system is stimu- 
lating the organs immediately concerned. If it gives a theory 
of the circulation, it assumes that blood has been produced by 
the combined actions of the structures devoted to its production, 
and that it is poperly aerated. If the relations between respira- 
tion and the vital processes at large are interpreted, it is on the 
pre-supposition that the heart goes on sending blood, not only to 
the lungs and to certain nervous centres, but to the diaphragm 
and intercostal muscles. Physiology ignores failures in the 
actions of these several organs. It takes no account of imper- 
fections, it neglects derangements, it does not recognise pain, it 
knows nothing of vital wrong. It simply formulates that which 
goes on as a result of complete adaptation of all parts to all 
needs. That is to say, in relation to the inner actions constitut- 
ing bodily life, physiological theory has a position like that 
which ethical theory, under its absolute form as above conceived, 
has to the outer actions constituting conduct. The moment 
cognisance is taken of excess of function, or arrest of function, or 
defect of function, with the resulting evil, physiology passes into 
pathology. We begin now to take account of wrong actions in 
the inner life analogous to the wrong actions in the outer life 
taken account of by ordinary theories of morals (§ 105, p. 276). 

This is very true ; and it is quite possible to con- 
ceive a physiology of the social organism, in which 
failures to perform functions are similarly omitted. 
In fact, in treating of politics in my humbler way, 
I do this. In delineating organs of government — 
Legislative, Executive, Judicial — and their relations, 
I assume, for instance, that the Executive carries out 
the laws laid down by Parliament ; that the judges 
decide by a rational procedure whether or not the 
laws have been broken, and so on ; whereas actually 
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the Executive may disobey Parliament, judges may 
be bribed, etc. But it is singular that Mr. Spencer 
does not see that this kind and degree of idealisa- 
tion of the actual social organism does not get 
us within reach, or even within sight, of the ideal 
society which his principle demands — in which actions 
produce ‘ pleasure unalloyed by pain anywhere.’ For 
we have important organs, with functions punitive 
and militant, whose actions normally produce pain : 
they are, in fact, organised with the view of pro- 
ducing it. For instance, judges, prisons and 
prison-officials, sheriffs, hangmen, armies and navies, 
secretaries of war, admiralties, etc. If we conceive 
that part of our organisation which relates to 
defence against aggression, external and internal, 
altogether removed, because grown altogether useless 
in the course of evolution, the average nature of 
the human tissue, if I may so say, composing the 
social organism must be so completely changed, that 
the physiology which deals with it will be altogether 
unlike the experimental science which Mr. Spencer 
has adduced in his analogy. And there are many 
parts of Mr. Spencer’s work in which he seems to 
see this. Compare, for instance, the beginning of 
chapter viii. § 48, where he says : — 

Not for the human race only, but for every race, there are 
laws of right living. Given its environment and its structure, 
and there is for each kind of creature a set of actions adapted in 
their kinds, amounts, and combinations, to secure the highest 
conservation its nature permits. The animal, like the man, has 
needs for food, warmth, activity, rest, and so forth, which must 
be fulfilled in certain relative degrees to make its life whole. 
Maintenance of its race implies satisfaction of special desires. 
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sexual and philoprogenitive, in due proportions. Hence there 
is a supposable formula for the activities of each species, which, 
could it be drawn out, would constitute a system of morality for 
that species. But such a system of morality would have little 
or no reference to the welfare of others than self and offspring. 
Indifferent to individuals of its own kind, as an inferior creature 
is, and habitually hostile to individuals of other kinds, the formula 
for its life could take no cognisance of the lives of those with 
which it came in contact ; or rather, such formula would imply 
that maintenance of its life was at variance with maintenance of 
their lives. 

Or consider the different formulas of right living 
for different creatures which he gives § 48, pp. 132, 
133, and the end of chapter viii. § 55, on the succes- 
sive compromises required for the transitional stages 
of society. Thus in § 55 he says : — 

During the transitional stages there are necessitated successive 
compromises between the moral code which asserts the claims of 
the society verstin those of the individual, and the moral code 
which asserts the claims of the individual versus those of the 
society. And evidently each such compromise, though for the 
time being authoritative, admits of no consistent or definite 
expression. 

To return to Mr. Spencer’s analogy : — the kind of 
sociology which the analogy of physiology suggests is 
that which delineates normal conduct under existincr 

o 

conditions and at existing stages. If we take a 
lion, for instance, the physiology as distinct from the 
pathology of the animal assumes its teeth and claws 
in a healthy state, but the physiology of a lion whose 
actions caused no pain would require us to reconstruct 
him with Cjuite different teeth and no claws at all. I 
may take a sociological illustration from the notion 
of Justice which, as treated in Data of Ethics, Mr. 
Spencer more than once explains to be the cardinal 
point of his ethics, as contrasted with ordinary 

p 
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Utilitarianism, and ask: Can we, by means of Sociology, 
get a clearer, better established, more precise view of 
Justice ? Certainly this does not appear from what is 
given in § 52 of chapter viii. We there learn that 
‘co-operation can only be maintained by propor- 
tioning benefit to achievement,’ by ‘ maintaining 
directly or indirectly the relation between effort and 
benefit ’ — phrases which Mr. Spencer apparently 
regards as equivalent; and this is to be brought 
about by ‘ fulfilment of voluntary agreements.’ But 
one fundamental difiiculty in making the principle 
of requiting desert precise, is due to the divergence 
between effort and achievement. ^ Equal efforts, 
experience shows, do not produce equal results; is 
it just to apportion benefit to result or to effort ? 
And as for attaining this apportionment by free 
contract, I have pointed out^ many reasons why 
free contract does not attain this result. Shall we 
then restrict freedom in order to obtain a juster 
apportionment of remuneration to labour ? That 
is the Socialist contention. Or will such restric- 
tion do more harm than good from the repression of 
enterprise, energy, etc.? That is the Individualist 
contention. A Sociology which would really help us 
here would be of great use ; but I cannot see that 
Mr. Spencer’s does anything for us, as it simply 
ignores the difiiculty. He explains in very scientific 
language (§ 53) how the social organs, like the organs 
of an individual organism, have to be ‘ paid in nutri- 
ment for their services to the rest.’ But he does not 

* Of. Methods of Ethics^ Book III. chap. v. § 6. 2 
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see that this principle gives us a very different result 
from free contract. What a man earns, in the society 
that we know, is very different from what is just 
required to maintain him in efficiency as a worker ; 
or to speak accurately, from what he would get in a 
division framed on the principle of aiming at the 
greatest possible efficiency of all organs. Will it be 
different in the ideal society of the future % If so, 
how will this difference be arrived at ? 

So again, as regards the rule of Positive Benefi- 
cence (given in this chapter viii. of Bata of Ethics), 
according to which men not only refrain from direct 
or indirect aggression upon one another, and help to 
complete one another’s lives by specified reciprocities 
of aid, but also make spontaneous efforts to further 
one another’s welfare. Put vaguely and generally, 
the rule cannot excite hesitation ; but when we 
consider the limitations and restrictions with which 
the duty of beneficence is hampered at present, and 
ask ourselves how far they are likely to be diminished, 
increased, or otherwise modified in the future, the 
answer is difficult to give ; and here again Sociology 
does not help us. Suppose we take an optimist view, 
and assume that the future will be better than the 
present, still in what way Avill it be better, as regards 
mutual needs and services? Will ‘self-help’ pre- 
dominate more and more, and prudence increase ? will 
there bo insurance offices to insure every one against 
all possible disasters, and will all normal men take 
advantage of them ? Then positive beneficence — out- 
side the range of the services that spring from, 
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testify, and sustain mutual affection — will be reduced 
to a minimum. Or shall we see, on the other hand, a 
great extension of better -directed, better - organised 
almsgiving ? will the needs of the needy be met, the 
distresses of the distressed alleviated by help given 
with such judgment, tact, and discretion that it will 
have no demoralising effect, will not tend to sap the 
springs of self-reliance and energy ? If we knew 
scientifically which of these developments was coming, 
it might give us useful guidance in our present social 
efforts ; but here we get no assistance at all from Soci- 
ology, as expounded by Mr. Spencer. He does not 
attempt to make definite his vague hypothetical state- 
ment that ‘if the presence of fellow-men, while putting 
certain limits to each man’s sphere of activity, opens 
certain other spheres of activity in which feelings, 
while achieving their gratifications, do not diminish 
but add to the gratifications of others, then such 
sphere will inevitably be occupied’ (§ 54, p. 147).^ 

I cannot conclude without noticing the confusion 
which Mr. Spencer introduces (§ 106) in trying to show 
that his conception of Ethics ‘ really lies latent in the 
beliefs of the moralists.’ Of course the conception of 
an ideal man is always latent. If we delineate virtue 
and duty, we implicitly delineate a man who realises 
virtue and fulfils duty — a morally ideal man. But 
the whole point of the delineation by, e.g,, the Stoics- 
who made most of the sage — was that an ideal man 
could live in a non-ideal society. Of course being 
sage he would not behave in a bad community exactly 

^ Cf. Methods of Ethics, Book L chap. ii. § 2, pp. 21, 22. 
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as he would in a good one : he would not behave like 
the truthful, candid, and benevolent fool whom Spencer 
contemplates, p. 280 (end of § 106). It was, for 
instance, a disputed question in the Greek Schools 
whether a perfect sage should take part in current 
politics. Plato thought not ; the Stoics, with some 
hesitation, that he would. But he must behave 
somehow ; and that he would under all circumstances 
behave like a sage they had no doubt. 



LECTUEE VI 

THE INDUCTIONS OF ETHICS (PART II. OF THE 
PRINCIPLES OF ethics) 

In the previous five Lectures we have been engaged 
in examining closely Part I. of Mr, Spencer’s 
Principles of Ethics, which contains the general 
theory of the subject. I propose to travel more 
rapidly over the ground covered by the remainder 
of the work, indicating as I go the chapters and 
passages that appear to me specially important. 

Before I pass to Part II. {The Inductions of Ethics) 
it will be desirable to examine briefly its relation to 
Part 1. and to the rest of the treatise, though this will 
involve some recapitulation. I must say, frankly, that 
I do not think the titles of Parts 1. and II. — Data of 
Ethics and Inductions of Ethics — are well chosen to 
give the reader an idea of their relation. I will, how- 
ever, try to explain in what sense these titles are used. 
The Data of Ethics really gives, as I have said, a 
general survey of the subject, and shows the reader 
what kind of premises are available for answering 
the practical question : What am I to do ? It gives 
the relation of Ethics to other sciences, especially 
Biology and Sociology, determines the ultimate end 
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of human conduct, and defines the method to be 
adopted in a scientific investigation of the right rules 
of human action. In the last chapter Mr. Spencer 
explains that the field for this investigation ‘ in- 
cludes two great divisions, personal and social ’ 
(§ 107), the scientific basis of the former being 
mainly supplied by Biology, and the scientific basis 
of the latter mainly by Sociology. The first division 
comprehends actions which are primarily judged as 
affecting the agent himself. The chief rules for this 
are worked out in Part III. on Ethics of the Individual 
Life, which I shall discuss briefly in the next Lecture. 
Mr. Spencer, however, is careful to point out that no 
complete separation can be elfected between this and 
the second division, which comprehends actions which 
‘ must be judged as good or bad mainly by their 
results to others.’ The further subdivision of these 
is thus explained by Mr. Spencer : ‘ Actions of this 
last class fall into two groups. Those of the one 
group achieve ends in ways that do or do not 
unduly interfere with the pursuit of ends by others,’ 
and are accordingly judged to be unjust or just. 
These actions are the subject of Part IV. {Justice). 
Those forming the other group are of ‘ a kind 
which influence the states of others without directly 
interfering with the relation between their labours 
and results,’ and are accordingly judged as ‘ bene- 
ficent or maleficent.’ These actions, subdivided under 
the heads of Negative Beneficence and Positive Benefi- 
cence, occupy Parts V. and VI. We found further, in 
Part I., that under each of these heads a double problem 
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is, in Mr. Spencer’s view, presented to the student of 
ethics : it is his business first to determine what the 
injunctions of morality must be for an ‘ideal man 
under ideal conditions,’ and then to ‘see how such 
injunctions are to be most nearly fulfilled by actual 
men under existing conditions.’ These two lines of 
inquiry Mr. Spencer distinguishes as belonging to 
‘ Absolute ’ and ‘ Relative ’ ethics respectively. 

The investigation thus sketched out appeared, as we 
saw, to be further complicated by the fact that the 
ultimate end and criterion of right action was pre- 
sented by Mr. Spencer in two different aspects : some- 
times as ‘ Life, estimated by multiplying its length 
into its breadth’ — that is, by taking into account the 
quantity of change that living beings go through, as 
well as the mere length of their lives ; — sometimes, 
again, as Happiness, ‘or desirable feeling called by 
whatever name.’ It is obvious that, so far as life is 
unhappy, the actions most conducive to Maximum 
Life — for example, economic legislation tending to 
promote an increase of population — may be different 
from the actions most conducive to Maximum 
Happiness. Mr. Spencer holds that — at least in 
Absolute Ethics — we may assume the coinci- 
dence of life and happiness, on the ground of the 
biological truth that everywhere faculties adjust 
themselves to the conditions of existence, in such 
wise that the activities which those conditions require 
become pleasurable. Though actually living creatures 
may be more or less miserable owing to incongruity 
between their natures and their environment, there 
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is, he holds, an inevitable progress towards congruity ; 
so that with the increasing adaptation of humanity 
to social life, the excess of pleasures over pains 
must become ever greater. Hence ideal men living 
under ideal social conditions — with whom absolute 
ethics is concerned — may be assumed to be beings 
whose voluntary actions cause ‘ pleasure unalloyed 
by pain anywhere ’ to all who are affected by them. 
This ‘ qualified optimism ’ is the indispensable founda- 
tion of Mr. Spencer’s system ; whatever the human 
race may be suffering now, he is convinced that it is 
on its way to being blest. 

Still, the question at once arises when we are con- 
sidering the problems of the present : What is to be 
done if the two ends — Life and Happiness — do not 
coincide, in any particular case, here and now ? and 
whose Life (or Happiness) is to be taken as standard 
by the individual, if circumstances arise in which a 
choice has to be made between action conducive to 
his own Life (or Happiness), and action conducive to 
the Life (or Happiness) of others ? On the first point 
Mr. Spencer’s general answer was, as we saw, quite 
clearly given in § 15, though in some other passages 
he seems to take conduciveness to Life as standard, 
even in problems that belong to Relative Ethics — 
problems of conduct here and now — without recognis- 
ing the need of proving that conduciveness to Life, in 
the particular case, coincides with conduciveness to 
Happiness. But in the passage referred to (§ 15, p. 
45) he says, that ‘if we call good the conduct conducive 
to life, we can do so only with the implication that 
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it is conducive to a surplus of pleasures over pains,’ 
and this leaves no doubt that, on the whole, we must 
understand him to take Happiness as ultimate 
End, and Life (in two dimensions) as ultimate End 
only on condition that action conducive to increase 
of Life is always equally conducive to increase of 
Happiness. And, as regards the question : Whose 
Happiness? Ave must understand him to take the 
General Happiness as ultimate standard, notwith- 
standing the argument in chapter xiii. against Ben- 
tham. This second point I admit to be arguable, as 
much of Mr. Spencer’s language implies a different 
view ; but, after considering it at length, I have come 
to this conclusion, and I hold that the apparent sug- 
gestion of a different view is due to a want of clear 
distinction between ‘ ultimate ’ and ‘ proximate ’ End. 

If we take the A"iew that it is General Happiness 
which is the Ultimate End, Mr. Spencer and ordinary 
or empirical Utilitarians agree as to End. There 
are then two points on which we may compare him 
and them : (a) the ‘ establishment of the End,’ and 
{h) the ascertainment of means to the End. As re- 
gards (a), although Mr. Spencer’s establishment of the 
End in chapter iii. of Data of Ethics {Good and 
Bad Conduct) is very unlike mine, I do not think it 
is definitely distinguished from that of ordinary 
Utilitarianism, and I may observe that it has the 
defect — as ordinary Utilitarianism has — of keeping in 
the background the difference between Own happi- 
ness and Others’ happiness. Through this incomplete 
distinction, Mr. Spencer’s polemic in The Data of 
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Ethics is confused, and there is a gap in his ethical 
construction — the question : Why am I to seek 
the General Happiness? is not definitely answered. 
Concentrating attention on (6) — the means to the 
End — the distinctive feature of Mr. Spencer’s view, as 
expounded by him, is that, unlike Empirical Utili- 
tarianism, which does not ‘ sufticiently recognise 
causation,’ he aims at determining what actions must 
tend to happiness, and what must tend to the opposite. 
But when we have had fully explained the distinction 
between Absolute and Kelative Ethics, which relate 
respectively to (a) conduct in an ideal society, and {0) 
conduct here and now, it is made clear that Mr. 
Spencer, as regards [0), does not really offer us any 
other general system than Empirical Utilitarianism. 
(This will, I think, be confirmed by examining Part 
V. on Negative Beneficence, and Part VI. on Posi- 
tive Beneficence.) The question therefore, 'prima 
facie, reduces itself to a question as to the value of 
Absolute Ethics. 

I complained that in The Data of Ethics Mr. 
Spencer does not really distinguisli enough between 
the exposition of Absolute and Relative Ethics 
until the close of the treatise — that is, in some 
passages (especially in chapter viii. on the Sociological 
View) he seems to assume that the fundamental rules 
laid down will be applicable not only to the ideal 
society, but also at the present stage of social evolu- 
tion, without explaining how they are known to be so 
applicable. And I have given reasons for regarding 
Absolute Ethics according to Mr. Spencer’s conception 
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as (1) not capable of being known to us here and now, 
and (2) of very dubious utility if known. ^ However 
that may be, what he aims at establishing inductively 
in Part II. {The Inductions of Ethics) is Absolute 
Ethics and an ideal society to which it primarily 
relates. The inductions are designed to prove that 
this ideal society to which Absolute Ethics belongs is 
the ultimate result to which the evolution of human 
society and morality is tending, through a series of 
stages in which Relative Ethics is required. 

There are two main theses in this Part II., one 
negative and the other positive. Negatively, Mr. 
Spencer seeks to disprove what he, like J. S. Mill and 
others — by what I regard as a confusion of thought or 
language — calls indifferently ‘ the doctrine of the in- 
tuitive morality,’ and the doctrine ‘ that men have in 
common an innate perception of right and wrong.’ ^ 
The second, positive, thesis is that the leading cause that 
retards the development of morality is the influence 
of War, and the habits and sentiments which War 
normally brings with it, in confusing and perverting 
the ethical ideal. Mr. Spencer has both these theses, 
the negative and the positive, in view throughout, as 
the summary in chapter xiv. of Part II. shows, but 
the latter of the two — the influence of War — is, I 
think, that in which he is most interested in the 
greater part of chapters iii. to xi. of Part II. ; the other 
thesis is rather prominent in chapters xii. and xiii., 
where the chief aim of his historic instances seems to 

^ Cf. supra^ Lecture V., and Methods of Ethics^ Book IV. chap. iv. 

2 Compare my argument in Book III. chap. i. § 4 of Methods of Ethics to 
distinguish between the Origin^ Existence, and Validity of moral judgments. 
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be to show what very queer customs have been, from 
various causes, supported by ethical or at least ‘ pro- 
ethical’ sentiments.^ 

Before considering his two main theses, Mr. Spencer 
has to define more exactly the term ‘ethical, ’and accord- 
ingly in chapter ii. he deals with the question : What 
ideas and sentiments are ethical ? He notes the exist- 
ence of general notions and .sentiments — such as those 
of honour and shame — attached to rules difierinsr 
from the rules of morality, and yet similarly involving 
notions of ‘ duty ’ and ‘ obligation.’ He thinks that 
these must be included under ethical science. I quite 
admit the importance of noting the resemblance 
between the Code of Honour — or any other body of 
social rules — and the Moral Code. But I think it no 
less important to dwell on the diflerences ; since no 
moral person regards the Code of Honour as equally 
binding with the Code of Moral Duty when the two 
conflict. A Christian may fight a duel, from the 
pressure of the Code of Honour in his society ; but he 
will ordinarily know that he is fighting from fear of 
shame, and doing wrong in fighting. I dwell on this 
distinction, because in all that Mr. Spencer says in 
subsequent chapters of the Ethics of Enmity, this 
distinction is of great historical importance ; since the 

^ As regards this distinction I would direct attention to §§ 123, 124 
(pp. 335-339) in chapter ii. of Part II. which the student will do well to com- 
pare with §§ 44-46 in Part I. chapter vii. (Part II. was written after an in- 
terval of at least a dozen years.) Comparing the two, you will see that the 
general view is substantially tlie same, but the term ‘ pro-ethical ’ is new, to 
express the earlier, not properly moral, restraints ; and, in the later-written 
treatise, Mr. Spencer’s view of the development of morality seems to be some- 
what less favourable ; that is, he seems to find less of what is strictly moral — 
cf. pp. 338, 339. 
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separation of the Christian Church from the world 
carried with it a clear distinction between the code of 
what was recognised as the true Morality, the Law of 
God, and the social code of men of the world. 

Granting, then, the general conclusion that an ‘ idea 
and feeling of obligation ’ attaches itself — not only in 
earlier stages of social development but in our own 
stage — to rules other than what we ordinarily call 
moral rules, the question arises : Are we to call these 
ideas and sentiments ‘ ethical ’ ? This question Mr. 
Spencer answers — not very coherently — in § 124. 
In a wider sense, he is disposed to call any idea and 
sentiment of obligation ‘ethical,’ but in a narrower 
and more proper sense ‘ ethical ’ must be restricted to 
ideas and sentiments which refer to the ‘ intrinsic 
results of conduct,’ and not to ‘ ideas and sentiments 
. . . derived from external authorities, and coercions, 
and approbations — religious, political, or social,’ which 
should rather be called pro-ethical. And this view is 
in harmony with the view given in chapter vii. of The 
Data of Ethics. He goes on to say that in studying, 
in subsequent chapters, the details of his induction, wc 
are concerned ‘ almost exclusively with what is pro- 
ethical.’ This, though it is no doubt to a great extent 
true, is, I think, exaggerated. What Mr. Spencer calls 
— rather confusingly — the ‘ ethics of enmity ’ is no 
doubt largely, though not entirely, pro-ethical rather 
than ethical. And I conceive that, in primitive society, 
the distinction that is now clear to us between true 
morality and rules sanctioned by law, or social opinion 
and sentiment, or false religion, is not applicable ; the 
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recognised code is the code of custom supported by 
social and religious sanctions alike — so far as Religion 
is ethical or pro-ethical in its effects — custom harden- 
ing into law. 

But consideration of the relation of Morality to 
Law leads me to a point of serious ethical disagree- 
ment between Mr. Spencer and myself. In § 121 
(p. 333) he says : 

though a distinction is commonly made between legal 
obligation and moral obligation, in those cases where the law is 
of a kind in respect of which ethics gives no direct verdict ; yet 
the obligation to obey has come to be, if not nominally yet 
practically a moral obligation. The words habitually used 
imply this. It is held ‘ right ’ to obey the law, and ‘ wrong ’ to 
disobey it. Conformity and non-conformity bring approbation 
and leprobation, just as though the legal injunction wore a 
moral injvinction. A man who has broken the law, even though 
it bo in a matter of no ethical significance, — say a householder 
who has refused to fill up the census-paper, or a pedlar who has 
not token out a license, — feels, when be is brought before the 
magistrates, that he is regarded not only by them but by 
spectators as morally blameworthy. The feeling shown is quite 
as strong as it would be were he convicted of aggressing on his 

neighbours by nuisances — perpetual noises or pestilent odours 

which are moral offences properly so-called. That is to say, law 
is upheld by a sentiment indistinguishable from moral sentiment. 
Moreover, in some cases where the two conflict, the sentiment 
which upholds the legal dictum overrides the sentiment which 
upholds the moral dictum ; as in the case of the pedlar above 
named. His act in selling without a license is morally justi- 
fiable, and forbidding him to sell without a license is morally 
unjustifiable — is an interference with his due liberty, which is 
ethically unwarranted. Yet the factitious moral sentiment 
enlisted on behalf of legal authority, triumphs over the natural 
moral sentiment enlisted on behalf of rightful freedom. 

All this seems to me theoretically unintelligent and 
practically mischievous. I regard it as theoretically 
unintelligent, because it overlooks the distinction 
drawn in ordinary consciousness between (l) the 
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does pay them.) This, however, is a digression, from 
which I return to the main argument of the chapter. 

I shall pass briefly over the thesis which I have 
distinguished as ‘ negative ’ ; partly because it is less 
original, partly because it does not seem to me 
that Mr. Spencer has a clear idea of what he has 
to prove in order to refute his opponents. His in- 
stances of variation in moral ideas and sentiments 
are mostly entertaining and sometimes impres- 
sive. And so far as his aim is to disprove what I 
may call the ‘ finality ’ of any appeal to Common 
Sense — that is, to the current ideas and sentiments of 
one’s own age and country — I of course agree with 
him. But he shows no sign of knowing the views 
held by the only advocates of an ‘ originally implanted 
conscience ’ who deserve serious consideration. Take 
for instance Dugald Stewart, who asserts ^ that ‘ in 
order to form a competent judgment on facts of this 
nature, it is necessary to attend to a variety of con- 
siderations which have been too frequently overlooked 
by philosophers ; and in particular to make proper 
allowance for the three following ; — I. For the differ- 
ent situations in which mankind are placed, partly by 
the diversity in their physical circumstances, and 
partly by the unequal degrees of civilisation whicli 
they have attained ; II. For the diversity of their 
speculative opinions, arising from their unequal 
measures of knowledge or of capacity ; and III. For 
the different moral import of the same action under 

^ Collected Works of Dugald Stewart^ edited by Sir W. Hamilton, vol. vi. 
p. 237 (mdccclix). 
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causes nonconformity to laws which are at variance with equity. 
And more and more it comes to be felt that legal coercion is 
warraiited only in so far as law is an enforcer of iustice 
(§ 166 ). 

Here, again, a distinction is required, (l) If Mr. 
Spencer means that it is a characteristic of political 
progress — for which we may reasonably hope increase 
and development in the future — that the governed 
habitually judge the laws they obey, and express 
their opinion freely on them, and when they judge 
them unjust, combine and agitate for their removal 
by constitutional means — I entirely agree. But (2) 
if he means that the habit of disobeying laws which 
wc regard as unjust and resisting government when 
it tries to enforce them, has been growing and may 
be expected to grow, ‘ if from past changes we are to 
infer future changes ’ — then I am bound to say that 
his view of history seems to me as superficial as his 
political forecast appears gloomy. In my view, the 
most essential characteristic of the modern as distinct 
from the medieval state in European history is the 
jjrevalence of order, involving a general habit of 
obedience to Law and Government even when dis- 
approved of. If every one is going to disobey and 
resist any interference of government which is not 
founded on sound principles, we shall rapidly retro- 
grade to medie^nl conditions ; and our hopes of even 
reducing and mitigating the baleful effects of militancy 
are indeed small. (Indeed, when we come in Part IV. 
to ascertain more fully Mr. Spencer’s view of Justice, 
we shall probably feel some surprise that Mr. Spencer 

pays his rates and taxes as meekly as I believe he 

Q 
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ethico-political judgment on actual law as good or 
bad, and (2) the ethical judgment on the duty of 
Order or Law- observance. Modern Common Sense 
clearly recognises the distinction, holding that it is 
generally the duty of a private person as such to obey 
a law judged to be bad ; but not always, since ‘ We 
should ol 2 ey_God.ra±her.than^ And this view is, 

I think, clearly sustained by utilitarian considerations : 
we cannot dispense with the habit of Law-observance, 
on account of its value for what JMr. Spencer calls the 
‘ cohesion .of a group ; ’ therefore any language which 
ignores the general duty of obeying even bad laws — 
when laid down by the constitutional authority for 
making laws — is dangerously revolutionary. To take 
Mr. Spencer’s instance : does he really think that it 
would conduce to social wellbeing if when any set of 
persons disapprove of a particular law — such as that 
compelling pedlars to take out a license — they should 
approve of a breach of the Law ? He must not con- 
ceive this effect limited to Individualists of his own 
type : he must consider it applied equally to all con- 
flicting schools and sects. It is surely evident that 
on such a supposition the difficulty of maintaining 
order would be increased tenfold. In the summary 
of the chapter on Obedience he repeats these views, 
and says : — 

Decline of political obedience and waning belief in the duty 
of it, go along with increasing subordination to ethical principle!?, 
a clearer recognition of the supremacy of those, and a <letcrmina- 
tion to abide by them rather than by legislative dictates. More 
and more the pro-ethical .sentiments prompting obedience to 
government come into conflict with the ethical sentiment 
prompting obedience to conscience. More and more this last 
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different systems of external behaviour.’ He thus 
allows for difference of circumstances, difference of 
the meaning of different acts, and difference in know- 
ledge of consequences of acts. What Mr. Spencer has 
to show is that this kind of ‘ allowance ’ is inadequate 
to explain the facts ; and this he does not try to show. 
For instance, the point he brings out about gluttony 
in the chapter on Temperance (that what we should 
call gluttony is rightly supported by a pro-ethical 
sentiment when the supply of food is precarious, — 
sometimes scanty, sometimes abundant, — or the need 
of food — e.g. in very cold climates — is great) obviously 
falls under Stewart’s first head. I do not myself 
regard Stewart’s explanation as adequate : I think it 
goes some way, but that there are elements which it 
overlooks. Of these the most important is the limita- 
tion of sympathy — which indeed is an important 
part of the explanation of the manner in which the 
‘ ethics of enmity ’ have managed to flourish side by 
side with the ‘ ethics of amity ’ to the extent to which 
they have flourished. This is strikingly illustrated 
by one of Mr. Spencer’s examples — the fnct that Sir 
John Hawkins, who initiated the slave-trade in 
Elizabeth’s reign, was allowed to put in his coat of 
arms ‘ a denii-nioor proper bound with a cord ’ ! 

Still Stewart’s explanations do go some way ; and 
the interesting point to discuss is (l) how far they go, 
and (2) what becomes of the doctrine of intuitive 
(or ‘ innate ’) moral faculty, if they are admitted. 
As we shall see, when we pass to Part IV., Mr. 
Spencer’s real attitude towards the Intuitional theory 
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of Ethics is less hostile than would appear from Part 
II. taken alone ; so I defer further consideration of it 
till we come to the passage in Part IV., where it is 
more fully expounded. In all that he says of it here, 
in Part 11. , he seems to me to commit the blunder of 
attacking an indefensible form of the view to which 
he is opposed. 

I pass now to the ‘ positive ’ thesis, which relates to 
the effect of war. I note that Mr. Spencer combines 
both theses in an important passage in the concluding 
chapter of The Inductions of Ethics. He says : — 

While we are shown that the moral -sense doctrine in its 
original form is not true, we are also shown that it adumbrates 
a truth, and a much higher truth. For the facts cited, chapter 
after chapter, unite inproving that the sentiments and ideas current 
in each society become adjusted to the kinds of activity predomi- 
nating in it. A life of constant external enmity generates a code in 
which aggression, conquest, revenge, are inculcated, while peaceful 
occupations are reprobated. Conversely a life of settled internal 
unity generates a code inculcating the virtues conducing to 
harmonious co-operation — justice, honesty, veracity, regard for 
others’ claims. And the implication is that if the life of internal 
amity continues unbroken from generation to generation, there 
must result not only the appropriate code, but the appropriate 
emotional nature — a moral sense adapted to the moral require- 
ments. Men so conditioned will acquire to the degree needful 
for complete guidance, that innate conscience which the intuitive 
moralists erroneously suppose to be possessed by mankind at 
large. There needs but a continuance of absolute peace ex- 
ternally, and a rigorous insistence on non-aggression internally, 
to ensure the moulding of men into a form naturally characterised 
by all the virtues (§ 191, end of chapter xiv. of Part II.). 

Now on this important passage I have two 
remarks to make : (l) that Mr. Spencer’s irrepressible 
and unwarrantable optimism comes out in the con- 
cluding sentence. This confounds what are, alas ! 
two very different things : the prevalent moral code, 
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sustained by opinion and sentiment in a society, 
and the ordinary moral conduct of members of the 
society. Grant — what I shall presently show reason 
to doubt — that any and all defects of our present 
moral ideas and sentiments are due to war, still 
history shows that there has always been a large 
hiatus between the accepted moral code and the 
ordinary moral conduct; and Mr. Spencer gives no 
reason for the optimistic conclusion that this gap 
will not continue when war has ceased. I remark 
(2) that a certain ambiguity lurks in the word 
‘ adjusted,’ which it is important to bring out. 
When we are told that men’s sentiments and ideas 
are ‘ adjusted ’ to a life of constant war, there are 
two distinct effects which seem to be intended. It 
may be meant as Mr. Spencer argues in chapters iii. 
and iv., on Aggression and Kobbery, that the habits 
of action appropriate to the conditions of war tend to 
spread further — that continual war produces tolera- 
tion and even approval of aggression, conquest, 
revenge, within as well as without the society, that 
‘ in proportion as inter-tribal and international an- 
tagonisms are great and constant . . . the ideas and 
feelings belonging to the ethics of enmity ... fill 
with aggressions the conduct of man to man ’ ; that 
‘ societies in which warfare is habitual are characterised 
by private homicide’; that, again, the habit of plunder- 
ing enemies and strangers tends — in some tribes at 
least — to cause robbery within the tribe to be regarded 
as ‘ not only legitimate but praiseworthy ’ ; that, 
similarly, in more modern times long wars, as the 
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Hundred Years’ War between England and France 
and the Thirty Years’ War in Germany, led to 
general brigandage, plundering of unarmed peasants 
by soldiers who were their fellow-countrymen, cheat- 
ing of soldiers by officers, embezzlement of public 
money by superior officers; that the cheating by 
kings of their creditors, and the passing of bad money 
boasted of by shopkeepers, were similarly due to 
militancy, and that the decrease of dishonesty in our 
own day is due to the ‘progress towards a state 
in which war is less frequent ’ ; and that, again, 
revengefulness within a society is proportionate to 
the habitual conflict with other societies. 

I shall try to show that in this induction a one- 
sided selection of facts has been made. But what 
I wish now to point out is, that however completely 
these facts may prove that morality between man 
and man is affected by war between society and 
society, they have no tendency to prove that morality 
between man and man is thereby ‘ adapted ’ to 
the needs of a society in this condition of external 
enmity. This is what we, and Spencer, ordinarily 
mean by the ‘adjustment’ or ‘adaptation’ of an 
organism to its conditions : namely, that changes are 
produced in it, rendering it more capable of living 
and thriving under these conditions. But this is 
manifestly not the effect in the instances here given. 
A society does not become better fitted for the 
struggle for existence with other societies — even for 
the violent struggle of war — by the prevalence of 
homicide, robbery, and thieving within it; indeed. 
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Mr. Spencer’s historic instances strikingly show that it 
becomes worse fitted. There is no time in French 
history in which the nation as a whole was weaker 
for conflict with other nations than during the 
Hundred Years’ War, and all German historians look 
back to the Thirty Years’ War as the dark period of 
national disaster, and depression of national existence, 
from which it took Germany a century to recover. 
Even associations for lawless plunder have learnt, as 
the proverb indicates, that ‘ honour among thieves ’ 
is for the advantage of the associated thieves. 

The influence, in short, of war on morality, which 
Mr. Spencer is mainly occupied in describing in these 
chapters, is, as he describes it, a force operating 
against the ada'ptation of the morality of the social 
organism to the needs of existence, although the 
universality of this adaptation is the general con- 
clusion that he wishes us to draw from the facts. 
There can be no doubt that the increase in the 
cohesion of the tribe or nation, obtained by putting 
down internal mutual strife, tends to make the tribe 
or nation stronger for external warfare. It is not by 
accident that the Romans are known to history as a 
people with a genius for conquest and at the same 
time a genius for law\ And this consideration must 
lead us to qualify the conclusion to which the argu- 
ments in chapters iii.-v. {Aggression, Robbery, and 
Revenge) appear to lead. For it cannot, I think, 
be doubted that external war tends to develop the 
superior cohesion which strengthens a society for 
such war, — partly through the intellectual perception 
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of the dangers of internal strife in face of a common 
foe, partly because the common peril tends to intensify 
the sentiment of corporate unity in the nation 
imperilled. 

Mr. Spencer seems in one passage to have a 
glimpse of this effect of militancy. He says (§114, 
p. 314), ‘Dissension being recognised by chiefs as a 
source of tribal weakness, acts leading to it are repro- 
bated by them ’ — ‘ weakness ’ here meaning, of course, 
weakness in the external struggle with other nations. 
But there is no reason to suppose that the perception 
of the weakening effect of internal strife was con- 
fined to the chiefs. It is a commonplace to remark 
that the greater intensity of patriotism in the Graeco- 
Koman world as compared with the modern world was 
connected with the greater demands made on patriotism 
by the continual wars and dangers of war. As Free- 
man says,^ ‘ Every citizen ’ in an old Greek common- 
wealth ‘ might fairly look forward, some time in his 
life, to witness the pillage of his crops and the burning 
of his house, even if he and his escaped the harder 
doom of massacre, outrage, and slavery ’ ; and it is 
because this was so that these little communities 
could cherish a warmth of patriotism, an intensity 
of devotion to country, beyond example in the 
records of modern States — at any rate except at 
times when those States are in similar crises of peril. 
And this leads me to remark that the proposition 
{§ 137, p. 368) that ‘revengefuln ess within each 
society is proportioned to habitual conflict with other 

* Historical Essays, 2n<i series, p. 15 (2nd edition, 1880). 
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societies’ has, so far as I know, no historical basis. 
Blood feuds die out in the ancient Graeco-Koman world 
as civilisation and ‘ integration ’ go on, however war- 
like the tribe as a whole remains. Modern instances 
confirm this. We have heard striking stories in 
modern times of sanguinary feuds and revenges 
between families in the wilder parts of the United 
States of America, and we have never heard of such 
things in Prussia. Yet no modern country has been 
more free from the influence of foreign war than the 
United States of America, and no modern country — 
since Frederick William manufactured his army — 
more prominent in European conflicts than Prussia. 
The reason is, of course, the comparative weakness 
of government in the wilder parts of America as 
compared with Prussia. Even when we look at Mr. 
Spencer’s earlier instances, we see that the private 
aggression and robbery connected with militancy are 
largely due not to the mere reaction of the state of 
war on the sentiments and habits of a warring nation, 
but to the disorder and partial inhibition of ordinary 
governmental functions produced by invasion — as in 
Germany in the Thirty Years’ War. 

And this comparison may be extended. Nothing 
that I know of modern nations supports the generalisa- 
tion that the moral ideal — in respect of justice, honesty, 
veracity, etc., as between man and man — is materially 
higher in countries where ‘ militancy ’ has least pre- 
dominance, as compared with those where it has 
greatest — for instance in the United States of 
America as compared with Germany. There are 
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certain well-known vices to which the eager pursuit 
of wealth, carried on under conditions of keen indus- 
trial competition, offers special temptations, and I 
know no evidence that the citizens of the United 
States show greater strength in resisting these tempta- 
tions than members of the less fortunate European 
States who believe it necessary for their security to 
maintain, even in time of peace, large armies raised 
by compulsory service. It may be replied that we 
have not anywhere seen freedom from war tried 
completely and for a long enough time. This is 
undoubtedly true — to use Mill’s logical distinction, 
it is a case in which we cannot apply the Method of 
Difference, but only the Method of Concomitant Varia- 
tions. All I urge is that the Method of Concomitant 
Variations — as applied to European States and their 
colonies — does not support Mr. Spencer’s thesis. 

Finally, let us reflect impartially on the morality 
of our own age and country. I am far from saying 
that English morality as regards external aggression 
is not open to criticism. But I recognise — what 
Mr. Spencer does not recognise — that the justiflcation 
or excuse for lawless aggression that I deplore is not 
without a moral element : it is not aggression pure 
and simple, but violence in defence of what are con- 
ceived to be legitimate claims, which meets with this 
regrettable sympathy. And this is true in some 
measure of the approval of war, and the warlike 
spirit, throughout modern history. When it takes 
hold of a modern nation, a more impartial analysis 
than Mr. Spencer’s will, I think, almost always dis- 
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cern in it an element of the spirit of Justice. It is 
not fighting simply, but fighting for rights that is 
approved and admired. 

This leads me to a distinction that Mr. Spencer 
rather overlooks in his general view of the conflict 
of the Ethics of Enmity and Amity, the distinction to 
be taken between (1) the conception of war as right 
and good and the qualities leading to success in war 
as the highest virtues, when duty to the State is 
paramount, and duty to humanity not recognised ; 
and (2) the conception of war — even offensive war 
under certain conditions — as right in our actual 
society. The latter is a difficult ethico-political ques- 
tion, which Mr. Spencer’s tirades against militancy 
{e.g. in § 122) do not help us to solve. In the main, 
however, he discusses the rules from a point of view 
which is sociological, and not strictly ethical, in my 
sense — i.e. not in relation to practical problems ; he 
considers what the effect of war or the absence of 
war on ethical ideas and sentiments has been in the 
past, and may be expected to be in the future : not 
what is the right condition of thought and feeling in 
respect of war, for States and men here and now. 
This, the purely sociological, point of view is the one 
that Mr. Spencer professedly takes throughout ; and 
doubtless, taking his distinction between Absolute 
and Relative Ethics and their respective methods, he 
might say that it is not his primary business to work 
out the rough empirical compromise between the 
Ethics of Enmity and the Ethics of Amity, which 
is all that we can hope to attain at the present stage 
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of our development. But if that be his position, I 
think he ought to have maintained a greater impar- 
tiality of tone than he actually does maintain. We 
seem, for instance in chapters i. and iii. of Part II., to 
have sociological analysis mixed with the one-sided 
rhetoric of a professional advocate of the Peace 
Society : cheap sneers at bishops for their warlike 
sentiments. Now this is all very well in its way — 
for no doubt there is plenty of barbaric feeling 
surviving in the so-called civilised world — but it is 
not what we expect from a philosopher. Theoretically 
it is one-sided, and practically it gives no guidance. 
Civilised nations, so long as they are independent, 
have to fight ; and, in performance of their legitimate 
business — for it is their legitimate business on utili- 
tarian principles — of civilising the world, they have 
to commit acts which cannot but be regarded as 
aggressive by the savage nations whom it is their 
business to educate and absorb. From both points 
of view the problems presented by International 
Morality are very difficult. But Mr. Spencer gives us 
no aid in the difficulty. And the one-sidedness affects 
his Sociology as well as his Ethics. For he ignores 
— except in an inadequate notice of it in chapter vi. 
of Part II. — the whole attempt of the moral conscious- 
ness of civilised man to moralise war and its effects ; 
to limit the approval of war to cases in which, 
assuming a society of individuals under no common 
government, we should approve it in the case of the 
individual. Such efforts have had no doubt but a 
partial success, nor do I think they can ever have 
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more. War is and must remain a barbaric method of 
settling disputes as to right. But something has been 
and may be attained by efforts at moralisation ; and 
the moralist ought to give such help as general 
reasoning can give to these efforts; and sweeping 
diatribes of this kind will not help. 

Summing up briefly, we see that in The Induc- 
tions of Ethics Mr. Spencer is mainly concerned with 
proving two general conclusions: (1) That men have 
in common no ‘ innate ’ or ‘ intuitive ’ sense of right 
and wrong ; which he conceives to be shown by the 
fact that ‘ the ethical sentiments prevailing in different 
societies, and in the same society under difierent con- 
ditions, are sometimes diametrically opposed,’ and (2) 
that the influence of war, and the habits and senti- 
ments which war normally brings with it, have con- 
tinually confused and perverted the ethical ideal of 
mankind through the strange mingling of the ethics 
of enmity with the ethics of amity. 

Of these two theses (which in Mr. Spencer’s 
view are connected with each other) the second is 
certainly the most original and interesting. The 
negative thesis is merely, with a change of form, 
the old proposition long ago argued against the 
Intuitional moralists by their opponents ; — that in 
difierent ages and countries sentiments of approval 
and disapproval attach themselves to very different 
kinds of conduct. Mr. Spencer’s knowledge of 
primitive man enables him to bring fresh and 
striking evidence of this proposition. But, speaking 
broadly, no educated person now disputes it : there 
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is much more freshness and interest in the other 
main generalisation. If we ask why the actual results 
of human actions under present social conditions 
diverge so widely from the ideal, Mr. Spencer’s main 
answer is in a word, War. Current thoughts and feel- 
ings about human action, in so-called civilised societies, 
are in his view a confused and incoherent compromise 
between two irreconcilable elements — the sentiments 
and ideas that belong to ‘ militancy,’ and the senti- 
ments and ideas that belong to peaceful, industrial 
co-operation. ‘Militancy’ generates a ‘religion of 
enmity,’ a code in which aggression, conquest, 
robbery, revenge, and skilful lying are inculcated and 
approved, and thus its moral effect conflicts with and 
neutralises the respect for justice, honesty, veracity, 
good faith, etc., which a life of peaceful industrial co- 
operation — if it could only be relieved from militancy 
— would render general and predominant. Only put 
an end to militancy, let industrialism reign unchecked, 
and the ideal code will soon become approximately 
applicable and accepted. 

Readers of Plato and Aristotle will be amused 
with this inversion of their ethico-political doctrine. 
According to these ancient thinkers, the only class in 
the community — except philosophers — that it was 
worth while to spend pains in training to virtue was 
the class of fighters : a mechanical or commercial life 
being — as Aristotle puts it — essentially ignoble and 
opposed to virtue. Now the tables are turned ; and 
we are asked to believe that if the producers and 
traders could only get rid of the fighters, and purge 
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themselves of sentiments inherited from fighting ages, 
they and their purely industrial society would soon 
be moulded into a form naturally characterised by all 
the virtues. 

This second thesis — which attributes the defects of 
popular morality to the demoralisation produced by 
militancy — contains some truth exaggerated into 
violent paradox. Those defects are attributed to 
a complex variety of causes ; but most of them fall 
under two heads — deficiency of average insight into 
the consequences of actions, and deficiency of sym- 
pathy, which renders average men indilferent to 
the bad effects of actions on others than a special 
group of human beings. 



LECTURE VII 

THE ETHICS OF INDIVIDUAL LIFE (PART III. OF 
THE PRINCIPLES OF ETHICS) 

In Part III. we pass from a study of Evolutionary 
Morality to consider Morality as it ought to be. 
Part II. is supposed to have shown that ‘ ethical 
sentiments and ideas are in each place and time 
determined by the local form of human nature, 
the social antecedents and the surrounding circum- 
stances.’ How then, Mr. Spencer asks in Part III., 
shall we ‘ free ourselves from the influence,’ so far as 
misleading, ‘of the particular code we have been 
brought up under ’ ? We must, he thinks, ‘ ignore 
established doctrines ’ and ‘ go direct to the facts and 
study them afresh.’ He even wishes to ignore the 
established meanings of fundamental words — ‘Duty 
and ohligation, for example, carry with them the 
thought of obedience, subordination, subjection to 
authority ; and thus imply that right and wrong 
conduct are not such by their intrinsic natures, but 
are such by their extrinsic enactments ’ (§ 193, p. 477). 

But he is not consistent about ‘ authority.’ For 
he goes on to say, ‘ Let no one anticipate any loss of 
authority ’ in moral precepts from the fresh study of 
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the facts which evolutionary ethics prescribes. The 
explanation is that his own recognition of the 
‘ authority ’ of reason is fitful and incomplete ; and 
in criticising others he does not see that it is the 
authority of reason that is implied in Common-Sense 
morality. Common Sense and the overwhelming 
majority of moralists — with only the partial and 
qualified exception of Hobbes and Hobbism — agree 
in holding that ‘ right and wrong are such by their 
intrinsic natures’ apprehended by reason, and not 
‘ by extrinsic enactments.’ 

In Part III. Mr. Spencer confines himself to The 
Ethics of Individual Life. He begins as usual with 
an attack on moralists and Common Sense for ignoring 
in ethical judgments, ‘ nine-tenths of the conduct by 
which life is carried on’ — that is, acts conducive to 
the life, health and vigour, and pleasure of the agent, 
especially the mass of men who are ‘ unable to con- 
ceive that there can be an ethical justification for the 
pursuit of positive gratification.’ This error, this 
‘ one-sided treatment of conduct,’ is said to be mis- 
chievous, because (1) ‘it alienates multitudes who 
would otherwise accept ’ the teachings of ethics. (2) 
‘ Assuming general happiness to be the end,’ the 
individual’s pleasure is a part of the end, and — as he 
is best able to attain it — ought to be a prominent end 
for him. (3) Pleasures being ‘ organically bound up 
with the performance of functions needful for bodily 
welfare,’ neglect of pleasure for oneself ‘ involves a 
lower degree of life, a decreased strength, and a 
diminished ability to fulfil all duties.’ (4) By main- 

R 
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taining his own health and furthering his bodily and 
mental development, a man tends to benefit not only 
those around him, but also his descendants, through 
heredity. 

On this general argument there are four remarks 
to make. (1) It is undoubtedly true that common- 
sense morality and leading moralists (a) do not 
inculcate the promotion of the agent’s health and 
vigour, in proportion to its importance from the 
utilitarian point of view; (6) do not stamp with 
approval — indeed sometimes even discourage — the 
pursuit of pleasure for self. Mr. Spencer too much 
mixes up these two. We may observe that Kant 
makes self-development a duty, though not pursuit 
of one’s own happiness. (2) The arguments which 
Mr. Spencer urges on the other side seem to me 
undoubtedly sound in theory ; and he may be right 
in thinking it practically important to emphasise 
them. (3) But his attack is exaggerated. To say 
that nearly all the actions of each individual which 
directly concern himself only ‘are usually supposed 
to lie beyond ethical rule,’ is a palpable over- 
statement. ‘Duty to self,’ indeed, is traditionally a 
chief head in the division of duties. (4) He does 
not deal with the practical argument for the one- 
sidedness of moralists which I referred to in Lecture 
ni. — the argument, namely, that it is practically im- 
portant to lay stress on the duties that men are most 
inclined to neglect, and that the pursuit of private 
pleasure is not, ‘ on the average,’ among these. 

Mr. Spencer seems to me, in his polemic against 
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current morality and ordinary moralists, to forget that 
as morality and moralists are evolved like everything 
else, there is therefore a presumption that they are 
adapted to their social environment ; and that there- 
fore men’s habits and customs of praise and blame, as 
directed to the conduct of their fellow-creatures, are 
probably more or less defensible, even when one- 
sided, as being broadly and generally directed on 
those qualities of conduct on which — in the present 
stage of social development — it is most important 
for social wellbeing to concentrate praise and blame 
respectively. 

A man may (he says) bring on himself chronic rheumatism by 
daily careless exposure, or an incurable nervous disorder by 
over-application ; and though he may thus vitiate his life and 
diminish his usefulness in a far greater degree than by occasion- 
ally taking too much wine, yet his physical transgression meets 
with only mild disapproval, if even that. But in these cases 
the transgression is displeasurable, whereas excess in wine is 
pleasurable; and the damnable thing in the misconduct is the 
production of pleasure by it (§ 214). 

Obviously, the explanation is not that the moralist 
regards pleasure as ‘ damnable ’ per se, but as danger- 
ously seductive. It may be replied that the moralist 
ought to rise above this one-sidedness, and consider the 
effects of conduct on human happiness with scientific 
impartiality. I quite agree : but current morality, 
with all its limitations, is a fundamentally important 
part of the complex adjustment of a human society 
to its environment ; and the moralist ought to study 
this adjustment, not assuming that it cannot be 
improved — for the moralist and his criticism are also 
a part of the adjustment — but in order that his 
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criticism may be thoroughly instructed and circum- 
spect, 

I pass on to consider the detail of Mr. Spencer’s 
discussion. Any one reading the introductory remarks 
of Part III. on the neglect by moralists and Common 
Sense of the ‘ ethics of the individual life ’ may 
naturally expect to find an unusual novelty and 
freshness in the practical precepts and counsels which 
the philosopher proceeds to give, under the heads of 
‘activity, rest, nutrition, stimulation, culture, and 
amusement.’ If so, he will be rather surprised to 
find how commonplace, for the most part, these are : 
though Mr. Spencer makes play with elementary 
physiology and does not fairly represent current 
opinion. For instance, we are told in the chapter 
on Eest that the erroneous belief that for persons of 
the same sex and age the same amount of sleep is 
required is current. Well, I never remember meeting 
an educated person who held this absurd opinion : 
the statement that ‘ some people require more sleep 
than others ’ is surely as commonplace as the recogni- 
tion that some people take too much and others too 
little. The truth is, that most of what Mr. Spencer 
has to say is familiar to us all, though I admit that 
it is not ordinarily dwelt on in much detail in 
systematic treatises on ethics ; it floats through 
literature and conversation in the form of prudential 
maxims. 

He tells us that labour, up to a certain point, is 
on the whole agreeable and conducive to the in- 
dividual’s happiness — though most human beings, in 
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the present stage of social development, have to 
labour more than they like ; that it is wrong to over- 
work. That it is important to take enough sleep, 
but that there is a ‘ very general tendency to sleep in 
excess ’ — probably owing to our ‘ transitional state ’ : 
that, further, Sunday rests and annual holidays are 
good for body and mind. That no doubt civilised 
men have a tendency to eat too much — a survival 
from the savage period when opportunities for eating 
were rather irregular. But he thinks that this is 
rather from desire of the pleasure of eating, or because 
the convivial meal is less dull than other hours ; and 
not because the guidance of appetite proper is mis- 
leading — provided the bodily functions have not been 
perverted by ‘ persistent indoor life or by oveiwork, 
or by ceaseless mental worry or by inadequate cloth- 
ing or bad air.’ That it is a serious mistake to eat 
too little ; that a certain amount of variety in food is 
useful as facilitating digestion. That if we lived a 
perfectly normal life we should not want alcohol, tea, 
coffee, tobacco, or other stimulants ; but that ‘ under 
existing conditions,’ liable as human beings are to 
overwork, monotony, and privations, such stimulants 
are defensible as preventing waste of tissue and aiding 
reparative processes ; also occasionally at convivial 
entertainments. That the ‘ satisfactions which accom- 
pany the superfluous expenditure of energy implied 
by amusements ’ tend to raise the tide of life : but 
that most people read too many novels. 

Surely most of this is what we have been hearing 
all our lives, though no doubt mostly it is not from 
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the moralist that we have heard it. And we have 
long since learned that, when and so far as we try to 
make any of these counsels practical in our own 
individual cases, we do so by reference to our personal 
experience aided by the experience of others — 
especially of a physician. Nor does Mr. Spencer 
suggest any other course so far as regards Eelative 
Ethics — which is concerned with right conduct under 
actual conditions. The question then is, what is the 
value here of the deductive method, on which he has 
laid so much stress ? What are the results attained 
by it in dealing with the ‘ Ethics of the individual 
life,’ and are they strictly attained by scientific 
deduction ? ‘ From the point of view of absolute 

ethics’ — as we may remember — ‘actions are only 
right when they produce pleasure unalloyed by pain 
anywhere ’ : therefore labour is only right when it is 
‘ immediately pleasurable ’ as well as ‘ conducive to 
future happiness.’ Accordingly, Mr. Spencer has no 
doubt that in the ideal state of society every man 
will like the work he has to do ; no one (he implies 
rather than asserts) will have any tendency to eat or 
drink or sleep too much — these tendencies at present 
come from the imperfect adaptation of our present 
transitional state. More explicitly, ‘ from the point 
of view of absolute ethics ’ stimulants of every kind, 
tea and coffee as well as alcohol — or ‘ at any rate the 
daily use of them’ — must be ‘reprobated.’ Here, 
for the first time, I find a definite deduction (§ 215). 
‘ A stimulant, alcoholic or other, is neither tissue-food, 
nor heat-food, nor force-food. It simply affects the 
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rate of molecular change.’ Now ‘in a being fully fitted 
for the life it has to lead, the functions are already 
adjusted to the requirements ’ ; therefore, ‘ it does not 
seem that any advantage can be obtained by chang- 
ing the established balance.’ I am not concerned to 
disprove the conclusion, but there seems to me a 
begging of the question in the premises. ‘ In a being,’ 
says Mr. Spencer, ‘ fully fitted for the life it has to 
lead, the functions are already adjusted to the re- 
quirements.’ But why should not a part of the 
adjustment be such a modification of vital changes 
as stimulants bring about ? Of course if we assume 
that it is perfectly adjusted without stimulants, it 
will follow at once that stimulants are superfluous : 
but what right have we to make this assumption 
with regard to a being of whom we know so little as 
Utopian man ? With this single exception, the con- 
clusions of Absolute Ethics that I have mentioned, 
are obvious immediate inferences from Mr. Spencer’s 
assumptions with regard to the ideal condition ; and 
all of them, I think, entirely fail to furnish practical 
guidance. 

But the arbitrariness of this deductive method 
seems to me most strikingly shown by another char- 
acteristic of the Utopia — namely, that a considerable 
space in the individual’s life will be filled by amuse- 
ments. Why this is so, I cannot gather ; I should 
have thought it more in accordance with Mr. Spencer’s 
general line of deduction to assume that a being with 
his functions perfectly adjusted to his requirements 
and his environment would enjoy his regular work so 
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much that he would not want any amusements. If 
Mr. Spencer had argued in his a 'priori way that 
‘ amusements ’ were all very well in our present 
transitional state, but that — like tea, alcohol, tobacco, 
and a sense of moral obligation — they would have no 
place in that perfect adjustment through which every 
activity of a human being was attended by pleasure 
totally unalloyed with pain — would not this a priori 
argument be as sound and as plausible as any of the 
others ? 

The topic of amusements, however, furnishes me 
with an occasion for passing back from Utopia to the 
inferior world in which we live. I have said that in 
dealing with matters that belong to Relative Ethics — 
that is, in giving practical advice to his contemporaries 
— Mr. Spencer’s treatment is often rather surprisingly 
commonplace, considering the need for a fresh study 
of the facts on which he lays stress. This is the case 
with most of what he says on activity, rest, nutrition, 
stimulation. But I did not mean that he was always 
disposed to come round to agreement with Common 
Sense, and especially in the chapter on Amuseiments 
there are novelties deserving of attention. However, 
where he is original, I am obliged to say that he 
satisfies me as little — in respect of methodical (and so 
far as possible) scientific treatment of the questions — 
as he does where he is commonplace. Partly, he seems 
to me to commit the elementary mistake of being too 
much guided by his own likes and dislikes, and laying 
down rules for mankind accordingly, without a suffi- 
cient knowledge of the facts or a sufficiently com- 
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prehensive view of the varieties of human habits and 
sentiments. For instance, he condemns field sports, 
football and boat races, and has doubts about chess, 
owing to the extreme pain that it gives a man to 
be beaten by somebody else. In these points my 
personal sympathies arc largely with Mr. Spencer, 
but I think there is a want of comprehensiveness 
and considerateness of view. In the case of field 
sports, I understand the deduction that the sports- 
man must be inadequately sympathetic with human 
beings. But is it true that football — Rugby football 
— is ‘more brutalising than sport’? Personally, I 
have always hated football, because the frequent 
incident of being kicked on the shins, or finding 
myself in the midst of a ball of struggling human 
beings, is disagreeable to me. But if others get keen 
pleasure on the whole, I do not see why the moralist 
should interfere, especially a moralist who is not 
going to be stern (§ 196 ). 

Observe, the important question is as to method. 
We noted how Mr. Spencer announced in Part I. that 
Ethics, as he designed to treat it, Avas to be deductive 
and thus superior to the merely empirical reasoning 
of ordinary Utilitarianism — was to show what conduct 
must be beneficial or mischievous. But we noted, too, 
how at tlie close of Part I. it was explained that it 
was to Absolute Ethics — concerned with rules of right 
conduct in an ideal society — that this deductive 
character belonged : the Relative Ethics, which gives 
precepts and counsels to men here and now, must — it 
was admitted — be largely empirical. Hence, when in 
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Part III. Mr. Spencer gives practical advice in detail, I 
admit that he quite consistently uses empirical reason- 
ing. My point is, that, perhaps from his contempt 
for this inferior method, he seems to me to use it 
rather hastily and rashly, generalising from very 
limited experience. He says, for instance, in speak- 
ing of games of skill : — 

It should be added that such drawbacks as there are, from 
the emotions accompanying victory and defeat, are but small in 
games which involve chance as a considerable factor, but are 
very noticeable where there is no chance. Chess, for example, 
which pits together two intelligences in such a way a§ to show 
unmistakably the superiority of one to the other in respect of 
certain powers, produces, much more than whist, a feeling of 
humiliation in the defeated ; and if the sympathies are keen 
this gives some annoyance to the victor as well as to the 
vanquished (§ 227). 

No doubt it is never so pleasant to lose a game as 
to win it. But surely the importance attached to the 
pain of defeat here implies a morbid sensitiveness in 
the player : surely it is an elementary stage in the 
moral training which most men go through to become 
comparatively indifferent to this pain compared with 
the pleasures of conflict and the exercise of skill. A 
more important case of the same defect is found in what 
Mr. Spencer says of gambling in the same section : — 

Of course, such ethical sanction as is given to games cannot 
be given where gambling or betting is an accompaniment. 
Involving, as both do, in a very definite way, and often to an 
extreme degree, the obtainment of pleasure at the cost of 
another’s pain, they are to be condemned both for this immediate 
effect and for their remote effect — the repression of fellow- 
feeling 

Surely this is too sweeping, and only applies to 
gambling for high stakes. Where the loss is small in 
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proportion to the loser’s income, common experience 
shows that the pleasure of excitement outweighs the 
pain of loss. The really important objection to gam- 
bling lies in the dangerously seductive character of 
this peculiar pleasure of nervous excitement, re- 
sembling in its effect the use of alcohol and other 
stimulants in excess. 

I have left to the last a critical observation re- 
ferring to the relation between Part III. and what 
follows, namely, that — as Mr. Spencer’s own arguments 
continually bring home to us — though the life is 
individual, the ethics are inevitably only partially so. 
This is true even as regards the earlier chapters of 
Part III., in which we are considering action and rest 
as conducive to health and efficiency. We must and 
do consider a man’s efficiency for his social function.; 
consider that the mere voluptuary leads a comparatively 
useless life, and that it is a man’s duty to maintain 
his health and efficiency with a view to rendering 
services to others. And this comes out still more 
clearly when we pass to the topic of Culture. The 
duty of self-culture, as analysed by Mr. Spencer, 
includes as a main part the duty of ‘ acquiring fitness 
for carrying on the business of Life ’ : this, he says, 
‘ is primarily a duty to self, and secondarily a duty 
to others.’ But the business of life is for man a social 
business ; and for one who accepts — as Mr. Spencer 
on the whole does — general happiness, it is surely un- 
warrantable to treat the ‘ duty to others ’ as secondary 
in dealing with this topic. And even in dealing with 
his second part of the duty of culture — the develop- 
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ment of the fitness for ‘ utilising those various sources 
of pleasure which Nature and Humanity supply to 
responsive minds’ — the importance of contributing 
through self-culture, along with the natural play of 
sympathy and sociality, to the higher pleasures of 
other men, cannot properly be neglected. 

When, finally, we come, in chapters viii. and ix,, 
to the topics of Marriage and Parenthood, even Mr. 
Spencer has practically to recognise that the egoistic 
view must take a subordinate place. Doubtless 
marriage and parenthood are fundamentally import-' 
ant from an individual’s point of view, as sources of 
joy and happiness normally when rightly dealt with ; 
and of the deepest misery and sorrow through mis- 
takes in dealing with them. But even Mr. Spencer 
feels that this whole topic has to be primarily treated 
from a social aspect, in view of the social need of 
maintaining, and within due limits increasing, the 
numbers of the human race ; with due regard to 
the health and efficiency of the population thus 
maintained and increased; and he puts this con- 
sideration in the forefront. 



LECTURE VIII 

JUSTICE (part IV. OF THE PRINCIPLES OF ETHICs) 
CHAPTERS I. TO VIII. 

I PASS now to Part IV. (entitled Justice) of the 
Principles of Ethics, which in the author’s view is 
the most important after Part I., and was accordingly- 
published in 1891, before Parts II. and III. — though 
twelve years after The Data of Ethics — with a preface 
in which its special importance is expressly stated. It 
is, however, rather a politico-ethical than an ethical 
treatise ; that is, the first seven chapters are ethical, 
the last seven mainly political, the intervening fifteen 
concerned with a subject which may be regarded as 
common ground between Ethics and Politics — the 
determination of the rights of individuals as they 
would be maintained by a law that realised justice. 
In the present and the succeeding Lecture I shall 
confine my attention mainly to the ethical part of the 
treatise. I begin by recalling a criticism that I urged 
against Part I. (27ie Data of Ethics) — namely, that 
it assumed too easily a practically complete coincidence 
between Life and Pleasure or Happiness — it assumed, 
that is, that actions conducive to Maximum Life 
would also be conducive to Maximum Happiness 

253 



254 ON ME. SPENCEE’S ETHICS lect. 

— ignoring, as I said, the possibility of life being 
increased at the expense of happiness. This funda- 
mental assumption Mr. Spencer maintains in Part IV. ; 
and I shall try to show that at important points this 
duality in the conception of the End, and the liberty 
he reserves to himself of passing from Life to Happi- 
ness and back to Life according to the convenience 
of his argument, are sources of serious confusion. 

He sets out (in chapter i. on Animal Ethics) by 
stating as the ‘ ultimate end not only of human conduct 
but of animal conduct at large,’ the ‘ greatest length, 
breadth, and completeness of life ’ ; while ‘ relatively 
to the species ’ acts are said to be ‘ good ’ which are 
‘ conducive to the preservation of offspring or of the 
individual.’ Such acts, he says, may be ‘ egoistic or 
altruistic.’ And thus, in Mr. Spencer’s view, there are 
two cardinal and opposed principles of animal ethics — 
assuming for simplicity that we take the preservation 
of a single species as end — each having its own proper 
sphere. (1) ‘Within the family group — during early 
life — most must be given where least is deserved,’ 
while (2) ‘ after maturity is reached benefit must 
vary directly as worth ’ — ‘ worth ’ being measured by 
‘ fitness for the conditions of existence.’ The second 
of these principles or laws is limited by the first, 
since, so far as adults act for the sustentation of their 
children, they do not receive from their own acts 
‘ benefit ’ in proportion to their ‘ work ’ ; and it is 
limited (3) by a further consideration : — 

If the constitution of the species and its conditions of exist- 
ence are such that sacrifices, partial or complete, of some of its 
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individuals so subserve the welfare of the species that its 
numbers are better maintained than they would otherwise be, 
then there results a justification for such sacrifice (§ 249). 

This limitation suggests two questions ; — {a) Why 
is it limited to maintenance of numbers of the 
species? If, as Mr. Spencer declares, the end is 
‘ greatest length, breadth, and completeness of life of 
members of the species,’ any sacrifice of individual life 
condueive to this end, and not merely sacrifices condu- 
cive to maintenance of numbers, ought to be approved. 
(h) What does ‘justified’ mean? Shown to be in 
harmony with Justice ? If so, a wider and more com- 
prehensive principle of Justice is required. 

However, I will not dwell on this now, as this 
third point does not appear to be in Mr, Spencer’s 
view an equally ‘ essential ’ one (§ 250). At least he 
expressly lays down only ‘ two essential but opposed 
principles of action by pursuance of which each 
species is preserved,’ belonging to the domestic and 
social spheres respeetively ; and he holds that, in 
considering Justice, we are concerned only with the 
second. It appears to me that this limitation of view 
to the social sphere is likely to lead to error, when 
an attempt is subsequently made to determine the 
formula of Justice, to define and analyse the sentiment 
and idea of Justice among human beings, and to 
trace their growth ; for the Common Sense of mankind 
certainly recognises that relations established by law 
or custom within the family, may be either just or 
unjust ; and that even keeping within legal limits a 
parent may be just or unjust in the treatment of his 
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children ; and it would therefore seem desirable that 
the application of the notion and sentiment in the 
domestic sphere should not be left out of account in 
a general discussion of Justice. And in fact when 
Mr. Spencer comes in later chapters (xx. and xxi.) to 
treat of the mutual rights or claims of husbands and 
wives, and of parents and children, the inadequacy 
of the principle of Justice formulated in his earlier 
chapters becomes manifest. 

For the present, however, let us ‘ consider the 
law of the species as composed of adults only.’ Con- 
sidering this first in the case of ‘ sub-human life,’ 
Mr. Spencer lays down as the ‘law of sub-human 
justice ’ that ‘ each individual shall receive the 
benefits and the evils of its own nature and its 
consequent conduct.’ In a certain sense, this law is 
said to ‘hold without qualification in sub-human life ’; 
in another sense, it is explained that ‘ sub-human 
justice is extremely imperfect, both in general and in 
detail.’ In general, it is imperfect ‘ in the sense that 
there exist multitudinous species the sustentation of 
which depends on the wholesale destruction of other 
species ’ ; which, according to Mr. Spencer, implies 
that ‘ the species serving as prey have the rela- 
tions between conduct and consequences habitually 
broken.’ 

But surely the existence of a predatory species is 
a part of the conditions of existence of the species 
preyed upon ; and if the former eats up the latter, it 
would seem that the latter’s unfitness to the conditions 
of its existence would be demonstrated, and Spencerian 
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Justice perfectly realised in its annihilation. It may 
be said, as Mr. Spencer goes on to say, that ‘ enemies 
are causes of death which so operate that superior 
as well as inferior are sacrificed,’ and that other 
‘accidents’ — ‘inclemencies of weather,’ ‘scarcity of 
food,’ ‘ invasions by parasites ’ — fall ‘ indiscrimi- 
nately upon superior and inferior individuals.’ Here, 
however, the term ‘ superior ’ seems ambiguous : it 
may mean (l) more highly organised, or (2) more 
qualified to preserve itself and its species under 
hypothetical conditions — e.g. with extremes of frost 
and heat, exceptional famines, foes and parasites left 
out — or (3) more qualified to live under actual con- 
ditions, though not sufficiently vigorous to resist the 
destructive forces. The two former meanings seem 
hardly relevant when we are basing ethical principles 
on biological laws ; for the adaptation of the species 
in accordance with biological laws must be adaptation 
to an actual, not an ideal, environment. 

If ‘ worth,’ as Mr. Spencer says, is simply to be 
measured by ‘ fitness to the conditions of existence,’ 
then the individual most highly organised and 
most qualified to live in mild climates, if well 
supplied with food and protected from foes and 
parasites, ought surely to be regarded as less ‘ worthy ’ 
than a less developed organism, if the latter manages 
to live in the conditions in which it actually finds 
itself, while the former does not. And this a study 
of the geological record of past life shows us to have 
been largely the case : more highly organised types 

have perished while types lower in the scale of 

s 
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organisation have survived. But if so, if superiority 
is strictly measured by capacity for living under actual 
conditions, I do not see how sub-human justice can 
be said to be ‘ imperfect,’ according to Mr. Spencer’s 
statement of its law, because it is not finely graduated. 
Suppose that in a given region two-thirds of a certain 
species of animal are killed by extreme cold ; each of 
those individuals is none the less ‘subject to the 
effects of his own nature,’ because some may be 
hardier than others. The point is that no one is 
hardy enough. 

I notice these points chiefly to show how very 
unlike Mr. Spencer’s so-called ‘ principle of sub-human 
justice’ — that what is qualified to live under its 
conditions of existence deserves to live — is to any- 
thing that has ever been current as a principle of 
Justice in human relations. It is indeed not with- 
out affinity to the political maxim, connected with 
Machiavelli’s name, that a true statesman will 
adopt any means to keep himself in power or to 
maintain his State ; but this maxim has not usually 
been called, even by those who have accepted it, a 
‘principle of Justice.’ 

But further, the individualistic ‘ law of sub- 
human justice ’ is also qualified by the conditions 
of gregariousness. This qualification Mr. Spencer 
admits and explains fully, though he does not seem 
to me quite to realise all the importance of its bearing 
on his argument. He points out that each member of 
a herd of gregarious animals receives the benefits and 
evils not only of ‘ its own nature and consequent con- 
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duct/ but of the nature and consequent conduct of 
some or all of the other members of the herd, and it 
may happen that even ‘ an occasional mortality of in- 
dividuals in defence of the species furthers . . . preser- 
vation of the species in a greater degree than would 
pursuit of exclusive benefit by each individual.’ This 
last ‘limitation of sub-human justice’ is, however, 
regarded as solely due to the coexistence of living 
enemies of the species in question. The limitation 
seems to me arbitrary and dogmatic. There is no 
attempt to show that there are not other conditions 
which may make the sacrifice of individuals tend to 
preservation of the species. 

This point is illustrated by consideration of the 
instances which Mr. Spencer brings in support of a 
condition of wider range — anticipatory, as we shall 
see, of his formula of Justice — which he lays down as 
‘ absolute for gregarious animals,’ i.e. the condition 
that ‘ each member of the group while carrying on 
self-sustentation and sustentation of offspring, shall 
not seriously impede the like pursuits of others.’ 
This condition, in the case of some gregarious 
creatures, even becomes a law enforced by sanctions. 
Thus, we are told, 

A ‘rogue 'elephant (always distinguished as unusually malicious) 
is one which has been expelled from the herd, doubtless because of 
conduct obnoxious to the rest — probably aggressive. It is said 
that from a colony of beavers an idler is banished, and thus pre- 
vented from profiting by labours in Avhich he does not join : a 
statement made credible by the fact that drones, when no longer 
needed, are killed by worker-bees. The testimonies of observers 
in different countries show that a flock of crows, after prolonged 
noise of consultation, will summarily execute an offending mem W. 
And an eye-witness affirms that among rooks, a pair which steals 
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the sticks from neighbouring nests has its own nest pulled to 
pieces by the rest. 

Here, then, we see that the a priori condition to harmonious 
co-operation comes to be tacitly recognised as something like a 
law; and there is a penalty consequent on breach of it (§ 254). 

But in these illustrations Mr, Spencer seems to me 
to put together cases that should be carefully dis- 
tinguished. In a case like that of the rooks, it is 
abnormal action on the part of a member of the 
group, tending to interfere with the sustentation of 
other members, which is punished by those other 
members. The normal rook does not steal the 
materials of its nest from the nests of other rooks. 
But the case of the drones in a hive is different, as 
the drone is normally distinct from the working bee. 
I dwell on this, because Mr. Spencer’s ‘ sub-human 
justice ’ is intended to lead up to human justice ; and 
while the punishment of the thievish rook is certainly 
analogous to the enforcement of the individualistic 
law of actual civilised societies, the wholesale destruc- 
tion of drones suggests a drastic treatment of those 
who ‘ neither toil nor spin ’ such as the most blood- 
thirsty socialist would shrink from publicly recom- 
mending. (I observe, too, that when Mr. Spencer 
says that ‘conditions such that by the occasional 
sacrifices of some members of a species, the species as 
a whole prospers,’ are ‘ relative to the existence of 
enemies,’ he seems to ignore this normal destruction 
of drones by working bees.) 

However, let us pass to ‘human justice ’ (chapter 
iii.), which Mr. Spencer states to be ‘ a further develop- 
ment of sub-human justice,’ the two being ‘essentially 
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of the same nature ’ and forming ‘ parts of a con- 
tinuous whole.’ We read as follows in § 257 : — 

Of man, as of all inferior creatures, the law by conformity to 
which the species is preserved, is that among adults the individuals 
best adapted to the conditions of their existence shall prosper 
most, and that individuals least adapted to the conditions of 
their existence shall prosper least — a law which, if uninterfered 
with, entails survival of the fittest and spread of the most adapted 
varieties. And as before, so here, we see that, ethically con- 
sidered, this law implies that each individual ought to receive 
the benefits and the evils of his own nature and consequent 
conduct ; neither being prevented from having whatever good 
his actions normally bring to him, nor allowed to shoulder off 
on to other persons whatever ill is brought to him by his 
actions. 

Here, since ‘ benefits ’ must be understood as 
‘ things tending to preservation,’ ‘ prosper ’ ought to 
mean ‘ shall be preserved and shall produce offspring.’ 
‘ T]t,e law ’ seems too strong ; if ‘ adapted ’ means 
‘adapted to self-preservation,’ it is even by Mr. 
Spencer’s own account a law, not the only law, 
because an individual may be adapted to self- 
preservation, but not to the jireservation of the race 
or the community. So again when he says that the 
law thus originating is ‘obviously that which com- 
mends itself to the common apprehension as just,’ 
it is certainly not the whole of what so commends 
itself. We do not think it just, on reflection, — not 
in accordance with Divine Justice, — that a man should 
suffer for what is not due to wilful wrongdoing. 

We should examine carefully the phrases quoted 
in § 257 

When of some one who suffers a disaster, it is said — ‘ He has 
no one to blame but himself,’ there is implied the belief that he 
has not been inequitably dealt with. The comment on one 
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whose misjudgment or misbehaviour has entailed evil upon him, 
that ‘ he has made his own bed, and now he must lie in it,’ has 
behind it the conviction that this connexion of cause and effect 
is proper. Similarly with the remark, ‘ He got no more than he 
deserved.’ A kindred conviction is implied when, conversely, 
there results good instead of evil. ‘ He has fairly earned his 
reward,’ ‘He has not received due recompense,’ are remarks 
indicating the consciousness that there should be a proportion 
between effort put forth and advantage achieved — that justice 
demands such a proportion. 

All these phrases are compatible with the view 
that it is on intention and moral effort, not on 
achievement, that desert depends. Indeed Mr. 
Spencer seems to recognise this when he speaks of 
the ‘ consciousness that there should be a proportion 
between effort put forth and advantage achieved.’ 
Yet afterwards (§ 269) he speaks with entire dis- 
agreement of the proposition laid down in Mr. 
Bellamy’s ‘ communistic Utopia,’ that ‘ each shall 
make the same effort, and that if by the same effort, 
bodily or mental, one produces twice as much as 
another, he is not to be advantaged by the differ- 
ence.’ I quite agree with Mr. Spencer in thinking 
that it would be practically disastrous to adopt this 
rule ; but I recognise — what he fails to recognise — 
that it is in accordance with the prevalent view of 
ideal justice. This view, however, being accompanied 
w'ith a recognition of the impracticability of realising 
such justice under the aetual conditions of human 
society, takes the form of a conception of Divine rather 
than human justice. 

I pass to an effect of gregariousness which Mr. 
Spencer admits to be important, but treats, I think, 
too lightly. In the case of man, the operation of the 
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law that among adults the individuals best adapted 
to the conditions of their existence shall prosper 
most, and that individuals least adapted to the con- 
ditions of their existence shall prosper least, is 
modified in a manner only ‘ faintly indicated among 
lower beings.’ For ‘ as communities become de- 
veloped ’ the ‘ limits to each man’s activities necessi- 
tated by the simultaneous activities of others ’ become 
more and more ‘ recognised practically if not theoreti- 
cally ’ ; also in the case of this ‘ highest gregarious 
creature ’ the principle of individualistic justice has to 
be qualified, to a greater extent than in the case of 
lower gregarious creatures, by admitting the sacrifice 
of individuals for the benefit of the community. This 
highest creature is distinguished by the characteristic 
of fighting his own kind ; and ‘ the sacrifices entailed 
by wars between groups ’ of human beings have been 
‘ far greater than the sacrifices made in defence of 
groups against inferior animals.’ But ‘ the self- 
subordination thus justified, and in a sense rendered 
obligatory, is limited to that which is required for 
defensive war.’ It may, indeed, be contended that 
‘ offensive wars, furthering the peopling of the Earth 
by the stronger, subserve the interest of the race.’ 
But, in Mr. Spencer’s view, ‘it is only during the 
earlier stages of human progress that the develop- 
ment of strength, courage, and cunning are of chief 
importance ; . . . the arrival at a stage in which 
ethical considerations come to be entertained is the 
arrival at a stage at which offensive war ceases to be 
justifiable.’ And he holds that even defensive war. 
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and tlie qualifications of the abstract principle of 
justice which it involves, belong to a transitional 
condition, and ‘ must disappear when there is reached 
a peaceful state.’ Such qualifications, therefore, 
belong to ‘ relative ’ not ‘ absolute ethics.’ In 
absolute ethics the law that ‘ each individual ought to 
receive the benefits and evils of his own nature’ is 
true without qualifications ; and that it is ‘ obviously 
that which commends itself to the common appre- 
hension as just’ is affirmed by Mr. Spencer. 

It seems to me that the effects of gregariousness, 
in the highly developed form in which it appears in 
the human race, are inadequately conceived in this 
reasoning, and the supposed effects of evolution some- 
what arbitrarily assumed. Also, in the consideration 
of war and its consequences Sociology and Ethics are 
too much mixed up. Even accepting his view of 
war, it is too hastily assumed that the necessity of 
subordinating the welfare of the individual to that of 
the species arises solely from war. Granting that it 
would be for the advantage of the human race that war 
should disappear, it does not follow that it will dis- 
appear; it might similarly be better for sub-human 
life that beasts of prey, poisonous serpents and insects, 
and the innumerable hordes of parasites should dwindle 
and die out, but Mr. Spencer’s faith in sub-human evolu- 
tion does not lead him to assume that this will be its 
ultimate result. Granting again, that industrialism will 
put an end to militancy, it is not shown that conflicts ' 
of interests among industrial groups — such as we see 
at present in apparently growing intensity — will not 



VIII 


JUSTICE 


265 


continue, and that the exigencies of such conflicts 
will not impose on individuals a severe subordination 
to the interests of their respective groups. Granting, 
finally, that such industrial conflicts are ultimately to 
cease, it seems rash to assume that when this con- 
summation is reached Mr. Spencer’s individualistic 
principles of justice will be found reigning unchecked ; 
for it may be that this result will be brought about 
by an implication of interests and a development of 
sympathy which will render all men ‘ members one of 
another ’ to a degree beyond our present experience ; 
so that when any one suffers the rest will inevitably 
suffer with him, and the rule that ‘ each is to bear the 
evils of his own nature ’ will become impracticable or 
unmeaning. If an Individualist can thus ‘fancy 
warless men,’ and indeed confidently predict that the 
world is becoming warless, why has not the Socialist 
an equal right to predict unselfish men, among whom 
the competition will be who shall do most good for 
others, and who will acquiesce in receiving in return 
only what is necessary for their efficiency? We can 
imagine a very high development of ‘ qualities adapted 
for the social state ’ under these conditions. 

I turn to examine Mr. Spencer’s account of the 
development from a psychological point of view, first 
of the Sentiment of Justice, and then of the Idea of 
Justice. He begins with what he calls the ‘ egoistic 
sentiment of Justice,’ which appears to be irritation 
at interference with the pursuit of egoistic ends. 
The term seems to me a misnomer : such resent- 
ment of interference is rather a condition of the 
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sentiment of justice than itself such a sentiment in 
any degree. 

Mr. Spencer goes on to explain how the ‘ altruistic 
sentiment of justice ’ comes into existence by the aid 
of a ‘pro-altruistic sentiment having several com- 
ponents.’ This exposition is, in the main, a repeti- 
tion of the account given in The Data of Ethics 
(in the chapter on the Psychological View) of the 
growth of moral sentiments generally, applied to the 
particular case of Justice. ‘ The dread of social dis- 
like, the dread of legal punishment, and the dread of 
divine vengeance . . . form a body of feeling which 
checks the primitive tendency to pursue the objects 
of desire without regard to the interests of fellow- 
men ’ (§ 264). The theory, however, is improved by 
the addition of a still earlier deterrent — ‘ dread of re- 
taliation.’ Then, society being held together by the 
‘ pro - altruistic ’ sentiment formed in this way, the 
development of sympathy through gregariousness thus 
maintained produces the genuine ‘altruistic’ senti- 
ment of justice. 

Accepting this account as largely true, I think it 
requires some qualifications. First, I do not under- 
stand Mr. Spencer to affirm that a tribe of entirely 
unsympathetic men — as distinct from monkeys — ever 
existed. Gregarious men, we may assume, developed 
out of gregarious monkeys — our ancestor was not 
man before he could talk — and the development of 
sympathy through gregariousness begins, I conceive, 
in the pre-human stage. Again, I would observe 
that ‘ social reprobation ’ is partly due to sympathy 
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with the resentment of the sufferer from aggression, 
though partly also to the fear of similar aggression. 
The two elements blend, as I think direct reflection 
will show. So, I conceive, the action of the chief in 
preventing aggression is only partly due to the 
egoistic desire for the maintenance of his power, to 
which Mr. Spencer attributes it. He doubtless acts 
partly as the organ of the community, under the 
influence of public opinion — sympathy aiding in im- 
pelling him to do what others desire him to do. 

To sum up Mr. Spencer s view : — Resentment of in- 
terference combining first with fear of retaliation of 
others if interfered with, of social reprobation of such 
interference, of human and divine punishment for it ; 
combining secondly with sympathy with the annoy- 
ance caused to others by such interference : the idea 
of a limit to each kind of activity up to which there 
is freedom to act gradually ‘ emerges and becomes 
definite.’ The idea of Justice that thus emerges 
contains two elements. ‘ Inequality is the primordial 
ideal suggested. For if the principle is that each 
shall receive the benefits and evils due to his own 
nature and consequent conduct, then since men differ 
in their powers, . . . unequal amounts of benefit are 
implied.’ On the other hand, the recognition of the 
need of ‘ mutual limitations to men’s actions ’ in- 
volves the conception of Equality ; since ‘ experience 
shows that these bounds are on the average the same 
for all.’ But the appreciation of these two factors in 
human justice has long remained unbalanced. Thus 
Mr. Spencer says that in the Greek conception of justice 
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— which admitted slavery as just — ‘ there predominates 
the idea of inequality,’ and ‘ the inequality refers not 
to the natural achievement of greater rewards by 
greater merits, but to the artificial apportionment of 
greater rewards to greater merits.’ On the other hand, 
in the dictum of Bentham that ‘ everybody is to count 
for one, nobody for more than one,’ the idea of 
inequality entirely disappears. It has, in short, been 
left for Mr. Spencer to give the true conception of 
Justice by ‘co-ordinating the antagonistic wrong 
views,’ and showing that the ideas of equality and 
inequality ‘ may be and must be simultaneously 
asserted,’ being ‘ applied the one to the bounds and 
the other to the benefits.’ The Formula of Justice, 
so conceived, may be precisely expressed as follows : — 
Every man is free to do that which he wills, pro- 
vided he infringes not the equal freedom of any other 
man. 

Here, in examining the historical conception of 
Justice, we must, first, 1 think, note a distinction 
which Mr. Spencer overlooks between what I call Ideal 
and Conservative Justice — i.e. between the conception 
of the rights that have actually come to be estab- 
lished in any society, and the conception of the rights 
that ought to be established. Throughout the chapter 
on The Idea of Justice (chapter v.) there seems a 
want of clearness of distinction between the two. No 
doubt the two elements are not distinguished, or only 
faintly, in primitive thought; but they are distinguished 
long before the termination of Graeco-Homan thought 
by means of the conception of Jus Naturale. Further, 
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in the development of the idea of Justice, Non-inter- 
ference seems to me less prominent, and Ec|uality 
more prominent, than Mr. Spencer supposes. In 
the Greek view of Justice — as indeed he notices 
268) — inequality is an element ; but it is not Mr. 
Spencer’s inequality, but rather an inequality that 
involves equality of proportions. It is the inequality 
that belongs to distribution according to Desert, but 
not the inequality that results from Laisser-faire. 
And this is surely more in accordance with Common 
Sense. Mr. Spencer is imperfectly acquainted with 
Aristotle, or he would have noted the prominence of 
Equality in Aristotle’s conception of Justice and in 
Greek Common Sense as interpreted by Aristotle.^ 

Mr. Spencer discusses in an Appendix ’ the relation 
between his own view and Kant’s, and quotes the 
following statement of Kant’s Universal Principle of 
Rujht : — ‘ Every action is right which in itself, or in 
the maxim on which it proceeds, is such that it can 
coexist along with the Freedom of the Will of each 
and all in action, according to a universal Law.’ He 
next proceeds to point out the connexion, positive 
and negative, between his own view and Kant’s. 
Mr. Spencer is quite right as to the fundamental 
difference between Kant’s doctrine, prescribing 
Freedom absolutely, and his own doctrine, which 
prescribes Freedom as means to general happiness. 
This of course introduces a fundamental difference 
in the criticism of either view. The difference 


^ Of. Outlines of the History of Ethics, chap. ii. § 11, p. 65. 
Principles of Ethics, vol. ii. Appendix A, p. 438. 
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between the older Utilitarians and Kant is a difference 
of principle; the difference between the older Utili- 
tarians and Mr. Spencer is only a difference of method. 
Kant s conclusion, says Mr. Spencer, 

is reached by a ‘ search in the pure Eeason for the sources of 
such judgments ’ — forms a part of the ‘ metaphysic of morals ^ ; 
whereas, as shown on pp. 67, 68 of the original edition of Social 
Statics^ the law of equal freedom there shadowed forth and sub- 
sequently stated, is regarded as expressing the primary condition 
which must be fulfilled before the greatest happiness can bo 
achieved by similar beings living in proximity. Kant enunciates 
an a priori requirement, contemplated as irrespective of beneficial 
ends ; whereas I have enunciated this a priori requirement as one 
which, under the circumstances necessitated by the social state, 
must be conformed to for achievement of beneficial ends. 

In what he here says Mr. Spencer seems to me to 
be right; but I think he is wrong as to the second 
difference between himself and Kant, which he states 
thus : — 

Kant, by saying that ‘there is only one innate right, the 
birthright of freedom,^ clearly recognises the positive element 
in the conception of justice ; yet . . . the right of the 
individual to freedom is represented as emerging by implication 
from the wrongfulness of acts which aggress upon this freedom. 
The negative element, or obligation to respect limits, is the 
dominant idea ; whereas in my own case, the positive element 
— the right to freedom of action — is represented as primary ; 
while the negative element resulting from the limitations im- 
posed by the presence of others, is represented as secondary. 
This distinction may not be without its significance ; for the 
putting of obligation in the foreground seems natural to a 
social state in which political restraints are strong, while the 
putting of claims in the foreground seems natural to a social 
state in which there is a greater assertion of individuality 
{Principles of Ethics, ii. pp. 438, 439). 

Now, Kant is giving, not the ethical formula of 
right action, but the formula of right legal coercion — 
that is, A's freedom may only be coercively limited, in 
order to protect the freedom of others. But this is 
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also Mr. Spencer’s view. He does not mean, any 
more than Kant, that a man ought to do just as he 
likes, and that we ought to approve of anything a 
man does, so long as he does not infringe the freedom 
of others ; for he may neglect the ethics of individual 
life, and the duty of positive and negative beneficence. 
He means, like Kant, that we ought to disapprove of 
any one’s being interfered with. A man is not neces- 
sarily right in doing what he ought to have a legal 
right to do. This becomes important when we ask — 
as we have to ask from either thinker — for a precise 
definition of Freedom ; and Mr. Spencer makes it 
clear at once that he does not mean by law of equal 
freedom, merely that every one must allow others 
the same liberty he claims for himself. 

For (he says) the truth to be expressed is that each in carry- 
ing on the actions which constitute his life for the time being, 
and conduce to the subsequent maintenance of his life, shall not be 
impeded further than by the carrying on of those kindred actions 
which maintain the lives of others. It does not countenance a 
superfluous interference with another’s life, committed on the 
ground that an equal interference may balance it. Such a 
rcnderijig of the formula is one which implies greater deductions 
from the lives of each and all than the associated state necessarily 
enbiils ; and this is obviously a perversion of its meaning. 

If we bear in mind that though not the immediate end, the 
greatest sum of happiness is the remote end, we see cletirly that 
the sphere within which each may pursue happiness has a limit, 
on the other side of which lie tlie similarly limited spheres of 
action of his neighbours ; and that ho may not intrude on his 
neighbour’s spheres on condition that they may intrude on his. 
Instead of justifying aggression and counter - aggression, the 
intention of the formula is to fix a bound which may not be 
exceeded on either side (§ 273 ). 

What is aimed at is not merely maintenance of 
equal freedom, but prevention of interference with 
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‘ the actions which constitute ’ the life of each and 
‘conduce to the subsequent maintenance of his life.’ 

It must be observed that Mr. Spencer is scarcely 
justified in speaking (at the beginning of § 273) of 
misapprehension of a formula, when what is really 
meant is that the formula is inexact. After giving 
an apparently simple and precise formula, he says 
that is not what he meant, and substitutes a loosely 
expressed different one. What he goes on to say 
of advance from ‘ the incorrect to the correct 
interpretation ’ seems to me somewhat to con- 
found the rule, and the manner of enforcing it. 
He says the early idea of justice ‘ is that of a 
balancing of injuries’ (§ 274). Freedom to kill and 
maim, however, was never an interpretation of justice : 
but self-protection had a larger range in ruder times, 
and no doubt retaliation confounded retribution and 
reparation, and took a barbaric view of reparation. 
Still the Lex Talionis — an eye for eye — did not mean 
that the first eye might be legitimately gouged by 
any one who did not object to lose his own. 

How, then, is the Formula of Justice proved? 
There seem to be three lines of argument adopted : — 
(1) The evolutional argument from general biology. 
Any species, and therefore the human species, is im- 
proved by the struggle for ‘ existence ’ ; and therefore 
by each individual bearing the burdens and receiv- 
ing the benefits of his own nature. This argument I 
answered before. It seems to me to underrate the 
eflFect of ‘ gregariousness ’ in the human family. 

(2) In § 276 it is attempted to be shown that 
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History exhibits a gradual growth of this conception 
of Justice into distinctness. It does not seem to 
me that this is proved by the fact — if it be a fact — 
that entirely pacific tribes ‘quickly develop’ an 
aversion to killing and robbery : since an aversion 
to killing and robbery would be recognised as 
normal by any antagonists of Mr. Spencer no less 
than by himself, and would be as decidedly pro- 
hibited in a socialistic as in an individualistic 
community. Nor do I see any evidence that 
‘ militancy ’ in modern nations has prevented a 
recognition of the equal claims of members of the 
nation ; consider, for instance, the pre-revolutionary 
movement in the eighteenth century. Nor that the 
‘ Hebrew commandments ’ recognise Mr. Spencer’s 
formula more than any other. Nor that the Christian 
Golden Rule is relevant; being again — with the 
limitations required to make it rationally acceptable 
— acceptable e(|ually by all schools. And certainly 
the general tone of Christianity is rather socialistic 
than individualistic ; e.g. in the parable of the rich 
man and Lazarus, we are told of the ‘ mammon of 
unrighteousness.’ Mr. Spencer has more right to urge 
the affinity of his view with the doctrine of Natural 
Law, as held by a succession of thinkers from the 
Roman Jurists to the eighteenth century ; but we 
must observe, that until the eighteenth century it 
never based the Right of Property on the Right of 
Freedom. 

(3) Fortified by this historic survey, Mr. Spencer 
seems disposed in § 278, which is important for his 

T 
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reconciliation of Intuitive and Utilitarian Method, to 
affirm the Law of Equal Freedom to he self-evident 
a priori, though ‘relatively vague’ and requiring 
‘methodic criticism.’ In answer to this I have to 
say primarily, that it is not self-evident to me ; and I 
claim my mind to be a result of evolution as much as 
Mr, Spencer’s. And it is difficult to see how the 
appeal to Evolution which Mr. Spencer makes can 
settle a controversy of this kind, on the ground that 
our present beliefs are the result of a long series of 
human experiences ; for the disagreement and contro- 
versy are just the result of the long series of experi- 
ences. Even if it were proved that the majority were 
on Mr. Spencer’s side, still the minority might appeal 
to history to prove that minorities have often been 
right. But Mr. Spencer does not contend this : in- 
deed he says expressly (§ 275), in stronger language 
than I should use, that ‘ nothing less than scorn ’ will 
be shown for his doctrine by those ‘ brought up in 
the reigning school of politics and morals.’ The 
reigning school must, I suppose, represent the pre- 
ponderant latest result of evolution — which, therefore, 
seems opposed to Mr. Spencer. Nor can it be said : 
Schools perhaps, but not Common Sense — for he 
complains equally of prevalent Common Sense (§ 271). 
If it be said : Still Common Sense accepts it as 
an ideal — I should reply : {a) If so, it is certainly 
accepted along with the conflicting principle of the 
requital of desert ; it is not ideally just that a man 
should suffer for no fault of his own ; (Jj) Is experi- 
ence of past human life likely to have produced a 



VIII JUSTICE 275 

trustworthy intuition as to ideal relations? — Why 
should it have produced such an intuition ? 

We have not . . . only reasons (Mr. Spencer says in § 280 ) ... for 
concluding that this a priori belief has its origin in the experiences 
of the race, but we are enabled to affiliate it on the experiences of 
living creatures at large, and to perceive that it is but a conscious 
response to certain necessary relations in the order of nature. 

No higher warrant can be imagined ; and now, accepting the 
law of equal freedom as an ultimate ethical principle, having an 
authority transcending every other, we may proceed with our 
inquiry. 

It is difficult to see how it can transcend the 
principle : Promote general happiness. What Mr. 
Spencer means is that it is a paramount prescription 
of necessary means to the end. 

In his application of the formula, especially in 
chapter viii. {Its Corollaries), I have first to notice a 
certain danger of confusion between legal and moral 
rights, and between legal rights as actually established 
and legal rights that ought to be established. Some 
moral rights, if recognised at all, are at the same time 
recognised as ideally legal rights ; but not all ; e.g. 
members of a family have a moral right to affectionate 
services from each other, which it is universally 
regarded as undesirable to enforce by law. To take 
Mr. Spencer’s instances : When it is said that a 
working man has a ‘ right to labour,’ it is meant that 
he ought to have a legal right ; but when it is said 
that the public has ‘ a right to know ’ facts, it is not 
commonly meant that any one should be under a 
legal obligation to furnish the required information ; 
only that those who furnish it should be approved 
and those who refuse it disapproved. Again, when 
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Mr. Spencer speaks of a ‘ confirmed and indeed con- 
temptuous denial ’ by Bentham and others of rights 
apart from the State, he can hardly mean that they 
refuse to admit the conception of legal rights that ought 
to be established, other than those that are established 
— the charge would be peculiarly absurd as applied to 
Bentham, the great theoretical reformer of law. If 
Mr. Spencer merely means that there are no legal 
rights apart from the State, that is of course Bentham’s 
view ; but Bentham has never dreamt of saying that 
there are no moral rights. 

So again, the concluding sentence of this chapter 
— ‘ Further, it will become apparent that so far is it 
from being true that the warrant for what are properly 
called rights is derived from law, it is, conversely, 
true that law derives its warrant from them ’ (§ 283) — 
seems to me seriously ambiguous. If he means by 
warrant ‘reason why the legislator should establish 
them,’ good ; but if he means ‘ reason why private 
citizens should obey them,’ this is dangerously re- 
volutionary, since it seems to deny that the mere fact 
of a command being issued by the established legis- 
lature in a State is any reason for obeying it. 

Mr. Spencer does not say expressly that all the 
‘ rights ’ which he regards as corollaries from the law 
of equal freedom ought to be established by law. 
But he seems to imply this ; since he says (§ 283) 
that his corollaries not only ‘ one and all coincide with 
ordinary ethical conceptions,’ but that they ‘ one and 
all correspond with legal enactments.’ I propose in the 
next Lecture to examine carefully, in particular cases. 
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how far this correspondence goes. I think, however, 
that in several cases the deductions from Mr. Spencer’s 
principle are not performed with sufficient exactness : 
that if they were made more exact, the discrepancy 
between the results obtained by his deductions and 
the established laws of civilised society would be more 
marked. This would not, indeed, necessarily invali- 
date Mr. Spencer’s conclusions ; since, firstly, actual 
law may be wrong, and secondly, it may be right but 
not ideal, a compromise inevitable at the present 
stage of social development ; for Mr. Spencer’s idea of 
Justice, as lie is careful to state, is ‘ appropriate to 
an ultimate state, and can be but partly entertained 
during transitional states.’ But it would be an 
advantage to have the three things — the ideal rights 
of an ideal society, the legal rights as they ought to 
be here and now, and the actual legal rights — more 
clearly and fully compared. As it is, I fear that the 
reader will not always thoroughly distinguish the 
three questions ; (1 ) How far can we know the relations 
of members of an ideal society ? (2) How far ought 

we to imitate these relations here and now? (3) 
What changes in our actual law would this imitation 
involve ? 
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JUSTICE CHAPTER IX. TO THE END OF PART IV, 

I PROPOSE in this Lecture to attempt a systematic 
examination of Mr. Spencer’s ‘ Deductive Utilitarian- 
ism ’ in the department of Justice. This is, both in his 
own view and mine, most important, — it is here that 
he conceives the main practical issue to lie between 
his own view and the more empirical Utilitarianism 
that I represent. We both agree that the greatest 
happiness of the aggregate of persons affected by 
actions is the ultimate end ; and we also agree in the 
practical conclusion that in the main, and speaking 
broadly, the service that any one sane adult should be 
legally compelled to render to others should be merely 
the negative service of non-interference, except so far 
as he has voluntarily undertaken to render positive 
seryices, — provided we include in the notion of non- 
interference the obligation of compensation for j)revious 
interference, whether intentional or careless, or of 
preventing mischief that would otherwise result from 
some previous act. This, speaking broadly, is the 
principle on which law and the administration of 
J ustice is mainly based in modern States; and I have no 
doubt that it is a practically sound basis in the main. 
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The difference between me and Mr. Spencer is that 
he declares that his formula for Justice may be 
treated as an absolute or ultimate ethical principle, 
having an authority transcending every other ; and 
that the particular legal rights that ought to be 
established in an actual state may be ascertained by 
simple deductions from this principle. As we have 
seen, he even goes further. He says : — 

. . . rights, truly so called, are corollaries from the law of equal 
freedom, and what are falsely called rights are not deducible 
from it. 

In treating of these corollaries, as we now proceed to do, we 
shall find that, in the first place, they one and all coincide with 
ordinary ethical conceptions, and that, in the second place, they 
one and all correspond with legal enactments. Further, it will 
become apparent that so far is it from being true that the warrant 
for what are properly called rights is derived from law, it 
is, conversely, true that law derives its warrant from them 
(§ 283). 

There are, then, three points to which I shall 
specially direct your attention : — (1) I shall criticise 
closely Mr. Spencer’s deductions from his fundamental 
formula. (2) I shall point out the divergences 
between the corollaries from this formula and the 
actually established rules of law. (3) I shall show 
that these divergences, in most if not in all cases, are 
supported by considerations such as those by which 
empirical Utilitarianism is guided. 

The Principle of Justice, as we saw, is, according 
to Mr. Spencer, the Law of Equal Freedom : every 
man is to be free to do that which he wills, provided 
that he infringe not the equal freedom of other men. 
Let us examine the meaning of the term Freedom. 
Primarily it signifies the negation of physical coercion 
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The difference between me and Mr. Spencer is that 

he declares that his formula for Justice may be 

treated as an absolute or ultimate ethical principle, 

having an authority transcending every other ; and 

that the particular legal rights that ought to be 

established in an actual state may be ascertained by 

simple deductions from this principle. As we have 

seen, he even goes further. He says ; — 

• • • rights, truly so called, are corollaries from the law of equal 
freedom, and what are falsely called rights are not deducible 
from it. 

In treating of these corollaries, as we now proceed to do, we 
shall find that, in the first place, they one and all coincide with 
ordinary ethical conceptions, and that, in the second place, they 
one and all correspond with legal enactments. Further, it will 
become apparent that so far is it from being true that the warrant 
for what are properly called rights is derived from law, it 
is, conversely, true that law derives its warrant from them 
(§ 283 ). 

There are, then, three points to which I shall 
specially direct your attention: — (1)1 shall criticise 
closely Mr. Spencer’s deductions from his fundamental 
formula. (2) I shall point out the divergences 
between the corollaries from this formula and the 
actually established rules of law. (3) I shall show 
that these divergences, in most if not in all cases, are 
supported by considerations such as those by which 
empirical Utilitarianism is guided. 

The Principle of Justice, as we saw, is, according 
to Mr. Spencer, the Law of Equal Freedom : every 
man is to be free to do that which he wills, provided 
that he infringe not the equal freedom of other men. 
Let us examine the meaning of the term Freedom. 
Primarily it signifies the negation of physical coercion 
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or confinement. A is not free if B moves his limbs 
or physically prevents his moving them according 
to his will ; and he is not free if he cannot get out 
of a building because B has locked the door. But 
Freedom is also — and this is specially important for 
us — opposed not merely to physical restraint, but to 
the moral restraint caused by the fear of pain resulting 
from the action of other human beings. Here, how- 
ever, there is some dispute as to whether the ‘ othei 
human beings ’ are any human beings or only Govern- 
ment. To put it briefly : Is the state of anarchy or 
no-government a state of Freedom? Hobbes re- 
garded it as being so : he regarded the State of Nature 
as miserable indeed, from the intense mutual fear felt 
by those living in it ; but yet as a state of unlimited 
liberty. 

But it is surely paradoxical to say that it is 
contrary to liberty to be restrained by dread of the 
magistrate, and not contrary to liberty to be simi- 
larly restrained by the fear of lawless violence. 
Freedom, then, must be taken to exclude pain, actual 
or threatened, that acts as moral restraint, and also, of 
course, physical disablement. Now the greater part 
of the pain that human beings are moved to inflict on 
each other is coercive either in its intention or in its 
effect. So that if our aim is to prevent violations of 
Freedom as much as possible, we should prevent most 
voluntarily inflicted pain. But we cannot say that 
on this ground we should prevent all such pain. 
For instance, not pain that there is mutual agree- 
ment to allow ; for consent excludes coercion. Hence, 
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when Mr. Spencer says in chapter ix. that ‘ considered 
as the statement of a condition by conforming to 
which the greatest sum of happiness is to be 
obtained, the law [of equal freedom] forbids any act 
which inflicts physical pain or derangement,’ he 
clearly goes too far. Clearly it only forbids acts that 
cause a balance of pain on the whole ; and only this if 
we give to Freedom quite an unusual extension of 
meaning. Take, for instance, the case of some rough 
game, such as Kugby football. 

It is true, as Mr, Spencer explains, that the legal 
protection of the individual from pain and annoyance 
has become more complete and refined as civilisation 
has progressed, still no cogent argument is shown for 
regarding it as ‘ unqualified ’ in a system of absolute 
ethics — except on the assumption, which Mr. Spencer 
makes no attempt to prove, that no action causing 
physical pain or derangement can possibly be con- 
ducive to the greatest sum of happiness. But granting 
that the principle is to exclude all pain or annoyance 
as far as possible, reflection will show that it is a 
delicate matter to apply the rule in the case of mental 
annoyance ; because we cannot prevent mental annoy- 
ance to A, without seriously interfering with the 
freedom of action of B. 

From the principle of preventing mutual coercion 
and pain as much as possible, the Eight to Free Motion 
and Locomotion is a simple corollary, and the complete 
establishment of this right within the limits of a civil- 
ised State is undoubtedly a result of the process of 
civilisation in modern times. But if we are to deal 
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with the corollary with precision, we must distinguish 
different things which Mr. Spencer puts together. 
Mr. Spencer treats Slavery and Serfdom as the 
great historic instances of infringement of the right. 
But Slavery is much more than an interference 
with free motion and locomotion ; it is interference 
— or rather a protected right of general interference — 
with the free action of the individual, with the view 
of directing that action to the attainment of the 
purpose of the slave-owner. It ought, therefore, to 
come under a more general head ; and indeed the only 
point in it which presents any difficulty or requires to 
be handled with any care, is the case of slavery arising 
out of contract. This I will refer to again under the 
Law of Contract. Even in the case of serfage, though 
here ‘attachment to the soil’ was more important, 
still it is not to be regarded as mere interference 
with locomotion, but rather as an incident of the 
right on the part of A to direct the labour of B to A’s 
profit. 

With regard to chapter xi . — Rights to the Use of 
Natural Media — I would ask : What does the prin- 
ciple of Equal Freedom mean in determining the re- 
lation of man to his material environment ? To make 
our conceptions definite, let us take the case of the 
surface of the earth. It is obvious that the maximum 
freedom — if we take the word simply in its ordinary 
meaning — is attained by simply protecting each man 
while using any portion of land for the satisfaction of 
his needs and desires — say by lying on it, walking on 
it, picking wild strawberries, etc. — without excluding 
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any other from similarly using the land at the same 
time or afterwards. (Actually legislation does treat 
roads, commons, etc., in this way.) But it is no less 
obvious that maximum utility is not to be attained in 
this way ; but only by allowing exclusive use for a 
time. Without exclusive use of land, man could not 
have emerged from savagery. But if so, how is it 
possible to apply the law of equal freedom ? For if 
A is allowed exclusive use of a portion of land, the 
freedom of B, C, D is neces.sarily tanto restricted 
with regard to it. It is not enough to say that B, C, 
D have equal freedom to appropriate similar land ; the 
point is that appropriation inevitably limits freedom 
for the sake of utility. And in fact — even if for sim- 
plicity we concentrate attention on land hitherto 
unoccupied, land (say) in a new colony — the equal 
freedom to appropriate similar land will soon be im- 
paired if appropriation is fully allowed. 

But there is a further difficulty Avhich I have 
noticed in my Principles of Political Economy : 
I there point out that we have to ask first. Under 
what limitations land should be allowed to pass into 
private ownership ? and secondly. Why and how far, 
after this transition has taken place. Government 
should still exercise a special control over this 
particular kind of j^roperty ? As regards the first 
question, it is obvious that such portions of land as 
are manifestly more useful to the community when 
thrown freely open to common use should be retained 
in public ownership, and under governmental manage- 
ment : e.g. roads, navigable rivers and inland lakes. 
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natural harbours, public parks, commons, etc. So, 
again, there are strong reasons why the land required 
for railroads or other similar monopolies should not be 
allowed to pass, except temporarily, out of public 
ownership : and a general right should be reserved of 
taking back from private owners any land that may be 
needed for public uses, at its market- value, as deter- 
mined independently of such need, with a slight addi- 
tion by way of compensation for any special utility 
that it may have for its owner. ^ 

In my Political Economy I was considering the 
question from the practical point of view of what 
Government ought to do. What I am now con- 
sidering is the jural principle involved. It seems to 
me that the idea of mere equal freedom, mere pro- 
tection from mutual encroachment, is clearly inappli- 
cable : as we try to apply it, it changes — if I may so 
say — in our hands into the idea of governmental 
regulation with a view to the common interests of the 
aggregate of human beings concerned. No doubt, in 
this conception of common interests, equality of claims 
on the part of individuals composing the community 
comes in, and is recognised as demanded by Justice, 
but it is equality of claims not to Freedom but to 
Utility. Again, in this governmental regulation which 
we see to be required, the principle of individualism, 
of leaving the individual free to adapt his material 
environment to his need, occupies, indeed, an im- 
portant place ; but it does not come in as an ‘ ulti- 
mate ethical principle, transcending every other,’ but 

^ Cf. PriTiciples of Political Economy ^ Book III. chap. iv. § 12. 
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as subordinate, and subject not only to the general 
principle of Utilitarianism, but to the particular end of 
making the land, and labour spent on it, most useful 
to the community. Justice itself, in short, compels 
us to supplement it by the principle of equal claim of 
all, not to Freedom, but to the Utility derived from 
the land, or to the land itself as a source of utility. 

And the remarkable thing is that in chapter xi. 
Mr. Spencer’s notion of Justice does go through this 
change ; although he hardly seems aware of it. Here 
the proposition that ‘ the liberty of each should be 
limited only by the like liberties of others,’ suddenly 
becomes (§ 297) the proposition that ‘men have equal 
claims to the use of land,’ although it is clear that 
this ‘ equality of claims’ does not in any way determine 
how much freedom should be allowed to each in using 

O 

land — indeed, as Mr. Spencer goes on to argue, it is 
satisfied by ‘ the people’s supreme ownership of the 
land,’ and he considers that it is implied in the right 
of ‘ expropriation by State-decree ’ claimed by modern 
States. 

The right of an existing holder of land (he says) can be 
equitably superseded, only if there exists a prior right of the 
community at large ; and this prior right of the community at 
large consists of the sum of the individual rights of its members 
(§ 208 ). 

The last phrase seems to me misleading if the 
‘ right of the individual ’ is understood to be a de- 
duction from the law of equal freedom, since the 
question is whether the life of the community may 
not be better maintained by restricting the freedom 
of individuals. The general happiness is no doubt 
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them. Suppose we were considering whether slavery 
should be abolished, we should not take into account 
money spent by slave-owners in keeping slaves alive 
whom they might have killed. If the poor were 
wronged by being kept out of the land, a pittance 
doled out under conditions of discredit seems in- 
adequate to balance the past wrong, let alone the 
present. Also, Mr. Spencer’s estimate ignores ‘un- 
earned ’ increment of value, due not to labour but to 
increase of population. It is an obvious inference 
from his fundamental principle that the existing 
rental, so far as not due to labour — e.g. ground rents 
in towns — should be regarded as due to the poor. 
But this is the doctrine of ‘ Kansom,’ against which 
Mr. Spencer argues very strongly when it takes the 
form of free libraries (§ 271). Even in the form 
of poor-rates he seems in chapter viii. (§ 282) to dis- 
approve of it. Throughout his political discussion, 
he assumes right of property as it seems to me 
without justification. At any rate, his argument 
admits that Justice may require compensation to be 
wiven in certain cases. How is the compensation 
due to those who have spent their labour hona Jide 
on things not properly theirs, to be determined? 
Surely for consideration of this question, we require 
a conception of Justice entirely different from Mr. 
Spencer’s; — ‘conformity to normal expectation,’ or 
something of the kind. I may refer again to what I 
say in my Methods of Ethics, Book III. chapter v. 
(especially pages 293, 294), of Conservative and Ideal 
Justice and the difficulty of reconciling the two. 
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Mr. Spencer is mainly concerned with one form of 
Ideal Justice, but in working this out he has — in this 
matter of compensation — to use a notion of Conserva- 
tive Justice without deducing it from a principle. 

Again, even as against the Communist, Mr. 
Spencer's argument does not seem to me completely 
valid when we are considering Absolute Ethics. 

With H human nature (he says) such as has been known 
throughout the past and is known at present, one who, by 
higher powei', bodily or mental, or greater endurance of work, 
gains more than others gain, will not voluntarily surrender the 
excess to such others ; here and there may be found a man who 
would do this, l)ut he is far from being the average man. And 
if the average sin)crior man will not voluntarily surrender to 
others the excess of benefit gained by his superiority, the im- 
plication is that he must be obliged to do this, and that the use 
of force to oblige him is justifialdc. That the many inferior are 
physically able thus to coerce the few superior is agreed on both 
sides ; but the assumption of the communists is that the required 
coercion of the minority who are best by the majority who are 
worst would be equitable 301). 

Wliat the Communist holds is that this need not 
be true if men were placed under a different system 
of laws and education adapted to the laws. By what 
reasoning does Mr. Spencer prove that this may not be 
so, when we reach the final stage — what right has he, 
1 ask again, in dealing with Absolute Ethics, to assume 
men on the one hand warless, on the other hand as 
selfish as now ? 

When we pass to consider Incorporeal Property (in 
chapter xiii.) the argument is changed in a double way, 
which Mr. Spencer hardly enough recognises. On the 
one hand, it is easier to show that on the principle 
of ‘ each individual receiving the benefits and evils of 

his own nature,’ an author {e.g.) has a right to ex- 

u 
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elusive use of the products of his labour, than that 
the occupier of land has, since the author does not 
interfere with the opportunities of others. On the 
other hand, so far as the examples (other than 
those relating to property) have previously gone, 
this was secured by preventing interference with 
‘actions conducive to maintenance of life.’ In this 
case the protection of the right requires interference 
of a novel kind — the prevention of imitation. If 
the questioii is argued on the a 'priori lines which 
Mr. Spencer prefers, ought not the immense amount 
of beneficial imitation not protected by law to be 
considered? An ingenious writer, M. Tarde, has 
argued that the fundamental characteristic of social 
man, and mainspring of social progress is Imitation. 
Would it not be plausible to lay down a ‘ Right to 
Free Imitation ’ as indispensable to the improve- 
ment of a gregarious animal ? It would be quite as 
plausible as much of Mr. Spencer’s reasoning. 

Further, existing law certainly does not support 
Mr. Spencer’s view ; for his conclusion is that 

in fact a production of mental labour may be regarded as 
property in a fuller sense than may a product of bodily labour ; 
since that which constitutes its value is exclusively created by 
the worker. And if so, there seems no reason why the duration 
of possession in this case should not be at least as great as the 
duration of possession in other cases (§ 306). 

It is easy to give a utilitarian explanation and 
justification of the actual differences in the treat- 
ment of different kinds of property ; but difficult to 
give one on the principle of Equal Freedom, owing 
to the general importance, in the case of material 
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property, of encouraging care as well as industry — 
which does not apply to immaterial property. The 
distinction between the case of Patents and other 
incorporeal property is rightly drawn in § 306 : — 

The inventor’s claim, for several centuries legislatively 
enforced, has of late come to be more carefully regarded ; and 
by great reduction of fees, the impediments in the way of 
obtaining legal protection have been reduced. To which add 
that there has been a like growing recognition in the laws of 
other countries, and a much greater one in America ; with a 
resulting superiority in labour-saving appliances. 

A restriction of the right thus set forth and justified must be 
named. It is a truth, made familiar by modern experience, 
that discoveries and inventions, while in part results of individual 
genius, are in part results of pre-existing ideas and appliances. 
One of the implications also made familiar by modern experience 
is, that about the period when one man makes a discovery or 
invents a machine, some other man, possessed of similar know- 
ledge and prompted by a like imagination, is on the way to 
the same discovery or invention ; and that within a moderate 
period this discovery or invention is tolerably certain to be 
made elsewhere — possibly by more than one. A long continued 
exclusive use of his invention would therefore be inconsistent 
with other equitable claims likely to arise ; and hence there is 
need for a limitation of the period during which he may rightly 
receive protection. Over how many years the protection should 
extend is a question which cannot be answered here, and, indeed, 
cannot be answered at all in any but an empirical manner. To 
estimate the proper period account should be taken of the 
observed intervals of time commonly elapsing between similar or 
identical inventions made by different men. There might fitly 
be some recognition of the prolonged thought and persevering 
efforts bestowed in bringing the invention to bear ; and there 
should also enter into the calculation an estimate, based on 
evidence, of the probable interval during which exclusive use of 
the invention should be insured to make possible an adequate 
return for labour and risk. Obviously the case is one in which 
the relations of the individual to other individuals and to 
society, are so involved and so vague, that nothing beyond an 
approximately equitable decision can be reached. 

Passing over the Right to Reputation (dealt with 
in chapter xiii.) let us note that Rights of Gift 
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and Bequest (chapter xiv.) cannot be justified by Mr. 
Spencer’s formula. And granting that so far as the right 
of property is admitted, the right of gift is admitted, 
I do not see that a right of bequest therefore follows. 
It is argued in § 309 : ‘ The right of gift implies 
the right of bequest, for a bequest is a postponed 
gift, etc.’ Surely this contains a petitio principii — 
it assumes that the ejffect of ownership continues 
after death. I do not see how the Right of Property 
justifiable by the Law of Equal Freedom would imply 
it. What Mr. Spencer has to show is, that a man’s 
freedom is interfered with by refusing him the right 
of determining what is to be done with any portion 
of his material environment after death. 

It is to be observed that in § 310 Mr. Spencer 
argues that, ‘strictly taken,’ the right of bequest 
cannot include the right of determining what is to be 
done with a man’s property after his death, because 
‘ presented in its naked form the proposition that a 
man can own a thing after his death is absurd,’ but if 
so, it seems equally absurd that he should determine 
who is to have it.^ Mr. Spencer, however, qualifies 
this by allowing (a) bequest in trust for the benefit 
of children (but why then allow alienation from 
children?); (b) bequest of personalty though not 
realty to definite uses ; but here, he says, ‘ an empirical 
compromise seems needful.’ 

One who holds land subject to that supreme ownership of 
the community which both ethics and law assert, cannot rightly 
have such power of willing the application of it as involves 
permanent alienation from the community (§ 312 ). 

* Of. the Author’s Elements of Politics, chap. vii. § 1. 
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But why not, so far as it may be permanently 
alienated by a series of gifts to individuals? Of 
course the land might be taken by the community ; 
but why not with compensation ? Mr. Spencer goes 
on to say : — 

In respect of what is classed as personalty, however, the case 
is difterent. Property which is the produet of efforts, and 
which has resulted either from the expenditure of such efforts 
upon raw materials for which equivalents (representing so much 
labour) have been given, or from the savings out of wages or 
salaries, and is thus possessed in virtue of that relation between 
actions and their consequences on the maintenance of which 
justice insists, stands in another category. Such property being 
a portion of that which society has paid the individual for work 
done, but which he has not consumed, he may reasonably con- 
tend that in giving it back to society, either as represented by 
certain of its members or by some incorporated body, he should 
be allowed to specify the conditions under which the bequest is 
to be accepted. In this case, it cannot be said that anything is 
alienated which belongs to others. Contrariwise, others receive 
that to which they have no claim ; and are benefited, even when 
they use it for prescribed purposes ; refusal of it being the 
alternative if the purposes are not regarded as beneficial. Still, 
as bequeathed personal property is habitually invested, j^ower to 
prescribe its uses without any limit of time, may result in its 
being permanently turned to ends which, good thoixgh they 
were when it was bequeathed, have been rendered otherwise by 
social changes (§ 312). 

The fact is tliat the law of equal freedom is 
inadequate for the deduction of the Rights of Bequest 
— Utilitarianism comes in, clearly. 

The Right of Exchange (chapter xv.), so far as 
ownership extends, is, as Mr. Spencer says, a corollary 
from the Right of Gift, and easily deducible directly 
from the law of equal freedom. But the case is different 
with contract to render future services. Mr. Spencer 
hardly seems to recognise the difference between 
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making a contract and enforcing it.^ He does not 
seem to notice the general limitation of enforcement 
of contract in actual law, but he does notice (§ 315) 
one ‘exceptional case’ as to which his argument 
seems hardly cogent : — 

While we observe that law has in this case gradually come 
into correspondence with equity, we may also fitly observe one 
exceptional case in which the two agree in forbidding a contract. 

I refer to the moral interdict and the legal interdict against a 
man’s sale of himself into slavery. If we go back to the biologi- 
cal origin of justice as being the maintenance of that relation 
between efforts and the products of efforts which is needful for 
the continuance of life, we see that this relation is suspended by 
bondage; and that, therefore, the man who agrees to enslave 
himself on condition of receiving some immediate benefit, tra- 
verses that ultimate principle from which social morality grows. 
Or if we contemplate the case from an immediately ethical point 
of view, it becomes manifest that since a contract, as framed in 
conformity with the law of equal freedom, implies that the con- 
tracting parties shall severally give what are approximately 
equivalents, there can be no contract, properly so called, in 
which the terms are incommensurable ; as they are when, for 
some present enhancement of his life, a man bargains away the 
rest of his life. So that when, instead of recognising the sale of 
self as valid, law eventually interdicted it, the exception it thus 
made to the right of contract was an exception which equity also 
makes. Here, too, law harmonised itself with ethics. 

I would ask here {a) Why does slavery traverse 
the ultimate principle ? For the immediate benefit 
may be preservation of life ; and a slave may rely 
on having his life preserved ; that is, in fact, the old 
argument for allowing slavery. (Z>) If a contract 
framed in accordance with the law of equal freedom 
implies that the contracting parties give what are 
approximately equivalents, and if the judgment of 
contracting parties as to equivalence is to be over- 

^ CL Elements of Politics j chap. iv. § 2, end. 
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ruled here, why not interfere further to secure 
equivalence ? (c) Why are the terms ‘ incommensur- 

able ’ ? Life is not infinite. 

As regards what is said in § 316, on freedom of in- 
ternational exchange, I will only remark that even Mr, 
Spencer can hardly believe that the present growth of 
protectionism outside England is due to ‘ militancy,’ 
Consider, e.g., the case of the United States, Again, 
it is absurd to suppose (cf, § 317) that the ‘recent 
revival of militancy ’ has anything to do with the 
English ‘ interdict on taking meals in match factories 
except in certain parts ’ ! 

There are similar difficulties in the deduction 
from the formula of justice, of the Eights of Free 
Belief and Worship, of Free Speech and Printing, 
But I have already discussed enough examples of one 
kind of failure of the formula, 

I jmss to chapters xx, and xxi,, where I find another 
kind. These chapters relate to the Rights of Women 
and Children, The former are first considered 
independently of marriage. Here, in §§ 332, 333, 
Mr, Spencer argues as though those who would 
restrict the freedom of women wished to do this on 
some principle of ‘ rights proportionate to faculties,’ 
and justly says that this would ‘add an artificial 
hardship to a natural hardship,’ But I conceive that 
no opponent means this : it is not merely artificial 
limitation but artificial protection which is avowedly 
designed by those who would restrict the free compe- 
tition of women with men. At the same time I think 
that there is a practical justification for Mr. Spencer’s 
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attribution of this theory to the opponents. For, 
whatever eloquence they use about the surprising 
development of women that will result from keeping 
them to their ‘natural sphere,’ and guarding them 
from the debasing effects of competition, I have never 
observed that they make the smallest effort to supply 
women with an artificial livelihood in their natural 
sphere, to compensate for the restrictions by which they 
would prevent them from obtaining one competitively. 

In passing to consider the case of married women, 
the first question, which Mr. Spencer passes over 
remarkably lightly, is ; Why and how far freedom 
of contract is to be limited? This is a difficulty 
which a thorough -going Individualist — especially 
on the ‘ high ^priori road ’ — ought to face. If he 
means to allow perfect freedom of contract in deter- 
mining the conjugal relations of men and women, 
he ought to say so, and frankly admit his opposi- 
tion to the law and custom of all civilised societies. 
If not, he ought to make very clear how far and 
on what principle restriction is justified. From 
the individualistic point of view restraints on free 
contract in marriage can, I conceive, only be 
justified in the interests of children ; therefore the 
discussion in chapter xxi. ought to precede that in 
chapter xx. But when we come — in chapter xxi. — 
to consider the mutual rights and duties of children 
and parents, it becomes evident that we want a 
different formula of justice to settle the question. 

Thus Mr. Spencer states broadly the claim of 
children, as follows : — 
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The members of each generation have not only to be supplied 
by parents with such food, clothing, and shelter as are requisite, 
but have also to receive from them such aids and opportunities 
as, by enabling them to exercise their faculties, shall produce 
in them fitness for adult life. ... In estimating the relative claims 
of child and parent, it is inferable that parental sacrifices must 
not be such as will incapacitate for the full performance of 
parental duties. Undue sacrifices are eventually to the dis- 
advantage of the offspring, and, by implication, to the dis- 
advantage of the species. To which add that, since the wellbeing 
and happiness of parents is itself an end which forms part of 
the general end, there is a further ethical reason why the 
self-subordination of parents must be kept within moderate 
limits (§ 338). 

And he goes on to recognise the counter-claim of 
parents : — 

Though, as we have seen, the child has a rightful claim to 
food, clothing, shelter, and other aids to development, yet it has 
not a right to that self-direction which is the normal accompani- 
ment of self-sustentation. There are two reasons for not 
admitting this right — the one that exercise of it would be 
mischievous to itself, and the other that it would imply an 
ignoring of the claim of parent on child which is the reciprocal 
of the claim of child on parent. The first is self-evident, and 
the second scarcely needs exposition. Though here there can 
be made no such measurement of relative claims as that which 
the law of equal freedom enables us to make between adults ; 
yet, if we guide ourselves by that law as well as may be, it 
results that for sustentation and other aids received there should 
be given whatever equivalent is possible in the form of obedience 
and the rendering of small services (§ 339). 

All this is sound but vague ; what is surprising is 
that Mr. Spencer should suppose that we can ‘ guide 
ourselves by ’ the law of equal freedom in deter- 
mining it. If either claim is put forward as just, we 
want a different formula of Justice. We have for the 
former to go to Utilitarianism. For limits for the 
latter what are we to go to? Some law of fair 
exchange, or what? And it is surprising that Mr. 
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Spencer does not recognise the need of such a formula 
and the inadequacy of his own. Who, for instance, is 
to determine what ‘ aids and opportunities ’ are due to 
children — the Parent or the State ? Not the State, 
we should infer from § 343, and therefore I suppose 
the rightful claim of children is not legal. But why 
not ? If the claim of the child is a right, why is it 
not legal ? If it is legal, the State must determine 
what education the child shall receive. All this 
wants more explanation. 

Turning back to chapter xx. : — Apart from any 
question of overriding free contract, let us assume as 
regards the relations of husbands and wives that re- 
sponsibility and power are to be equitably divided. 
What is here the principle of equity ? ‘ Nothing more,’ 
we are told, ‘ than a compromise varying according 
to the circumstances seems here possible. The dis- 
charge of domestic and maternal duties by the wife 
may ordinarily be held a fair equivalent for the 
earning of an income by the husband’ (§ 334). 

‘ Justice appears to dictate ’ a certain kind of 
compromise — but what is the principle of Justice 
in this case ? All I can say is that it is certainly 
not the Law of Equal Freedom, and this is the 
more surprising because it is obvious that the 
relative powers and duties of the married might be 
settled by free contract ; consequently Mr. Spencer’s 
discussion in § 334 wanders quite loose, governed 
by conceptions of equity and justice which are not 
defined or analysed. For instance we are told (§ 334, 
p. 161) that ‘since, speaking generally, man is more 
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judicially minded than woman, the balance of 
authority should incline to the side of the husband.’ 
Whether this conclusion is sound or not, it seems 
clear that it has nothing to do with the law of equal 
freedom, and I may add that prima facie it is very 
like the principle of J ustice ‘ developed from the idea 
of inequality’ (cf. §2G8, p. 39), which leads Aristotle 
to conclude that the relation of master and slave is 
advantageous and just. 

Similarly as regards the brief anticipatory discussion 
of the political rights of women and men, in § 336 : — 
it is, I think, a sound principle that political rights 
should be connected with political burdens ; though it 
would, I submit, be hasty to conclude that even under 
the present prevalence of militancy, political rights 
should be confined to those who are prepared person- 
ally to fight, and this Mr. Spencer sees quite clearly 
when he is comparing ancient and modern civilisa- 
tion (§§ 381, 382). But in any case the principle 
has nothing to do with the Law of Equal Freedom. 
I refer to this point primarily as illustrating the 
formal defect just mentioned ; but I may perhaps 
add that in my view Mr. Spencer’s argument is not so 
much erroneous as misleading. If stress is laid on 
equality of political rights and burdens, the force of 
the argument seems to me undeniable. But his 
statement of it would suggest to the reader that it 
adequately supports the exclusion of women from the 
franchise. Now, considering that on Mr. Spencer’s 
view the franchise and political rights generally are 
means to the end of protecting civil rights, and 
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that he makes no attempt to show that the civil 
rights of women do not need protection as much 
as those of men, or that they can obtain adequate 
protection otherwise; considering, again, that the 
duty of compulsory service in the militia is one 
that no Englishman expects to see enforced in his 
own case ; considering that, if it were enforced, men 
unfit for service from age or bodily infirmity would 
be relieved of the obligation (and Mr. Spencer does 
not suggest that they should be excluded from the 
franchise) ; considering that, while this burden remains 
for long periods purely hypothetical, the actual and 
palpable . burden of paying taxes is performed by 
women no less than by men ; the conclusion which 
Mr. Spencer does not expressly draw, but which his 
English readers will commonly understand him to 
draw — that the question of admitting women to any 
franchise but the municipal may equitably be ad- 
journed till war has come to an end, — this conclusion, 
I submit, cannot be sustained by this argument. It 
would seem more reasonable to conclude that some 
special burden ought to be laid on women to balance 
the burden of compulsory service laid on men. 

I have spoken of ‘ Political Rights,’ but when we 
come to chapter xxii. we see that I should have added 
the qualification ‘so-called.’ For in chapter xxii. we 
find that, in Mr. Spencer’s view, political rights are 
like snakes in Ireland — there really are none (§§ 343, 
344). Political rights — improperly so-called — are 
only ‘ means to the preservation of rights properly 
so-called.’ The structure of government seems to be 
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determined by a mere consideration of its relation 
as means to the end above defined. Still this is not 
quite clear, for Mr. Spencer implies (§352) that there 
is a ‘ constitution of the State . . . justified by absolute 
ethics ’ ; but he makes no attempt to determine what 
it is except by the very vague phrase ‘ representation 
of interests’ (§351). While in determining civil 
rights, Absolute Ethics intrudes itself too much 
into Relative Ethics, in considering constitutional 
rights (or claims) the absolute method is almost 
entirely abandoned. For instance the further dis- 
cussion of the political rights of women, §353, is 
conducted on a purely utilitarian method. 

Though into the political discussion that follows I 
propose hardly to enter, I may observe that when in 
§354 we come to ‘distribution of State - burdens,’ 
Equity is again referred to, but there is no attempt 
to formulate a principle of Equity — all we can say is 
that it must be quite different from the formula of 
Justice previously laid down. We are told that 
. . . nothing more than a rude approximation to a just incidence 

of public burdens can be made. 

One conclusion, however, is clear. State-burdens, however 
proportioned among citizens, should be borne by all. Every 
one who receives the benefits which government gives should 
pay some share of the costs of government, and should directly 
and not indirectly pay it (§ 354.) 

Yes, but this is not Equal Freedom, and how are 
burdens estimated? In fact we may say that 
throughout the latter portion of Part IV., both the 
need and the absence of some principle of Distributive 
Justice, other than any principle of Justice expressly 
recognised by Mr. Spencer, are very marked. 
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The question of Just Distribution occurs again in 
considering, in chapter xxv., the Duties of the State. 
Mr. Spencer holds that the ‘defence of citizens against 
one another ’ is not satisfactorily performed in modern 
societies, since it is ‘ the duty of the State to administer 
justice without cost.’ The matter is more difficult than 
Mr. Spencer recognises. For instance, ought the State 
to pay for the advice and eloquence of experts in actions 
at law ? I do not, however, say that the difficulties 
here are insoluble, but I urge that the principle for dis- 
tributing burdens cannot be the Law of Equal Freedom. 

In respect of State Interference for making rail- 
ways, etc. (referred to in § 360), Mr. Spencer’s treat- 
ment is odd; he omits the whole question of compulsory 
purchase. He seems to assume that the property 
already belongs entirely to the State ! The ‘ equit- 
able arrangement ’ of which he speaks is at any rate 
not according to the Law of Equal Freedom. 



LECTUEE X 

NEGATIVE BENEFICENCE AND POSITIVE BENEFICENCE 
(parts V. AND VI. OF THE PRINCIPLES OF ETHICS) 

To go further into Mr. Spencer’s discussion of 
Politics would not be in accordance with my plan, 
but before proceeding to Part V. I will sura up my 
objections to Spencerian Justice : — 

{a) The Biological basis underrates the efl'ects of 
‘ gregariousness ’ in the highly developed form in 
which it is manifested in human society, with the 
continually increasing implication of interest which 
industrial progress brings, and the development of 
natural sympathy. 

(6) The definition of Justice is formally bad, 
because Common Sense— and Mr. Spencer — apply the 
notion in cases in which the Law of Equal Freedom 
is, by his treatment, inapplicable. Take, for instance, 
the case of (l) Compensation due for infringement of 
equal freedom {e.g. as between those who have private 
property in land, and the landless). (2) Eights and 
duties of husbands and wives; of parents and children. 
(3) Taxation. 

(c) Even the fundamental institutions of the exist- 
ing social order — a Socialistic Jurist might argue 
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— are not strictly defensible as deductions from the 
Law of Equal Freedom ; e.g. (1) Marriage, permanent 
and monogaraic. (2) Private property in land. (3) 
Bequest and inheritance. 

As regards (a), Mr. Spencer admits in chapter i. of 
Part V. [Negative Beneficence), to which I now pass, 
that ‘ the highest form of life, individual and social, 
is not achievable under a reign of justice only,’ there 
‘must be joined to it a reign of beneficence’ (com- 
pare the quotation from The Data of Ethics in § 389), 
but he thinks that ‘Justice and Beneficence are to be 
discriminated,’ as Justice is of public concern, Benefi- 
cence of private concern (§ 390). For, lie says : — 

Bcneficciico exercised by a society in its corporate capacity, 
must consist in taking away from some persons parts of the pro- 
ducts of their activities, to give to other persons, whose activities 
have not brought them a sufficiency. If it does this by force it 
interferes with the normal relation between conduct aiul conse- 
quence, alike in those from whom projierty is taken and those to 
whom property is given. Justice, as dehned in the foregoing 
pages, is infringed upon. The principle of harmonious social co- 
operation is disregarded ; and the disregard and infringement, if 
carried far, must bi'ing disasters. 

On this I should remark that I do not see how the 
argument applies to Negative Beneficence. Take, for 
instance, Restraints on Competition and Free Con- 
tract in the next two chapters. The imposition of 
such restraints does not necessarily involve the taking 
of A’s products to give to B ; but only limitation of 
A’s activities in B’s interest. 

Mr. Spencer, taking the old distinction between 
what is of public and what of private concern, adds a 
second, maintaining that Justice is needful for social 
equilibrium, and therefore is of public concern, while 



X 


NEGATIVE BENEFICENCE 


305 


Beneficence is not needful for social equilibrium, and 
therefore is of private concern. But it is difficult to 
trace this distinction clearly in the details that he 
brings forward : in fact, when he comes to discuss 
these details, his own language throws aside the 
distinction. This point is of such fundamental 
importance that I proceed to discuss it somewhat 
further. Such discussion will, I think, be more 
profitable than disputation on the numerous practical 
questions of varying importance on which Mr. 
Spencer expresses dogmatic opinions in the course of 
Parts V.-VI. (on Negative Beneficence and Positive 
Beneficence), as clearness and consistency of method 
are what wo are specially concerned to aim at. 
When Berkeley said ‘ Few think, but all have 
opinions,’ he was unduly depreciatory of the average 
intelligence. I should rather say that on practical 
questions most have opinions, and the frequent 
collisions of opinion lead many to think, but few 
think systematically, so as to bring their practical 
reasonings to clear consistenev of method. Accord- 
ingly, it is this that should be the special aim of the 
academic student of Ethics and Politics. 

Let us then, from this point of view, consider Mr. 
Spencer’s reasoning in chapter ii. on Restraints (bene- 
ficent) on Free Competition. — Here it appears (§ 396) 
that while an artizan cannot go too far in appropri- 
ating by competition the advantage which superiority 
gives him over his fellow-artizan, and trades-unions 
are ‘ unprincipled ’ in acting against such free competi- 
tion, an employer may go too far ; for instance, he 

X 
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may ruin competitors by unscrupulous underselling ; 
he thus inflicts ‘intense evils’ which might ‘not unfitly 
be called commercial murder ’ ; also he employs ‘ the 
forms of competition ... to destroy competition ’ and 
achieve ‘ a practical monopoly.’ And in § 397 we 
read as follows : 

Anyone who, by command of great capital or superior 
business capacity, is enabled to beat others who carry on the 
same business, is enjoined by the principle of Negative Benefi- 
cence to restrain his business activities, when his own wants and 
those of his belongings have f.tccn abundantly fulfilled. 

This conclusion, however,, would seem to go beyond 
what the premises justify, as what seems injurious is 
not the extension of business tlirough cheapness, so far 
as cheapness is hona Jide ol^tained by economies ; but 
the adoption of underselling at unremunerative prices 
(cf. § 397, p. 281) in order tto injure competitors and 
establish a monopoly. Nclw, both in the case of 
trades-unions establishing [monopoly through com- 
bination, and employers establishing monopoly by 
aggressive combination, ind ustrial freedom, advocated 
as leading to the advantages of free competition, in 
fact leads to the opposite result. Why is so im- 
portant a result, if as bad as Mr. Spencer holds, 
not to be prohibited by law? Why is it not a 
disturbance of social equilibi''ium, and a breach of 
J ustice ? 

Mr. Spencer’s Political Eccmomy seems a little 
old-fashioned — e.g. he does not seem to see the 
fundamental importance of the question as to the 
legitimacy of monopoly due to free combination. 
This is shown oddly enough in § 4C'4, where he seems 
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not to disapprove of boycotting, though he dis- 
approves of underselling. He says that from boycott- 
ing ‘ no appreciable evil would result if each person 
remained not nominally but actually free to join or 
not to join the combination.’ But how can he know ? 
Boycotting is a more extreme form of commercial 
warfare than underselling. Again, why is moral 
coercion in the second degree — coercion to coerce^ — a 
breach of Justice in Mr. Spencer’s view ? It is only 
an exercise of the same freedom of combination. If, 
generally, there is no breach of the Law of Equal Free- 
dom in workmen declining to work or trade with a 
man they disapprove ; why is there a wrong done by 
refusing to work or trade with a man who is dis- 
approved on the special ground that he declines to 
enter into the combination ? 

But further : in this chapter (chapter iii. on Re- 
stramts on Free Contract), Mr. Spencer’s inconsistency 
becomes manifest in his own use of ethical terms. 
As I said before, he seems to throw over his own 
distinction. lie says that Natural Justice as distinct 
from Legal Justice should prevent a landlord from rais- 
ing the rent on a tenant who has taken a stony and 
boggy tract of land on a short lease and reclaimed it. I 
do not myself see why Natural Justice does enjoin this, 
supposing the terms of the contract understood by the 
tenant. We must not complicate the abstract question 
by surreptitiously assuming — what may no doubt have 
been often the case in fact — that the tenant had a 
reasonable expectation, arising from tacit understand- 


^ Cf. the Author’s Elevients of Politics, chap, xxviii. § 3. 
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ing or prevalent custom, that the rent would not be 
raised ; apart from this, I see no evidence of the 
failure of Natural Justice. But if we grant Mr. 
Spencer’s view as to what Natural Justice enjoins, 
why should it not also be Legal Justice — since in 
chapter viii. of Part IV. we seemed to be told that 
Legal Justice derives its warrant from Natural Justice. 
If Justice is in some cases not to be enforced by law, 
how are we to distinguish the cases in which it ought 
to be so enforced ? 

Mr. Spencer passes to cases such as those of Skye 
crofters ‘in which the making of contracts though 
nominally free is not actually free,’ and calls on the 
landlord in such cases ‘ to refrain from actions which 
the restraints of technically-formulated justice fail to 
prevent.’ But surely this fundamentally important 
limitation of the notion of Freedom should have been 
introduced, if at all, in the previous discussion of the 
Right of Free Contract (§ 315, p. 129). Surely the 
‘ Freedom ’ of the Law of Equal Freedom ought to be 
real and actual ; if a contract is not in reality free when 
one of the parties is in extreme need, surely the whole 
previous deduction needs remodelling. In short, all 
this tends seriously to weaken the individualistic 
position taken up in Part IV. For the Rights of 
Property, Free Exchange, and Free Contract were 
there exhibited as necessary corollaries from the Law 
of Equal Freedom ; and as therefore embodying not 
merely ‘ legal ’ or ‘ technical ’ Justice, but Justice pure 
and simple. The absolute duty of Governments to 
enforce these rights rigidly, even when their enforce- 
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ment fails to realise Natural Justice, requires a kind 
of proof which Mr. Spencer's line of reasoning does 
not furnish. 

Another, even more startling, qualification of the 
notion of a contract is still more strangely illustrated 
by the following case : — 

a contractor . . . has undertaken an extensive work on terms 
which, to all appearance, will leave him only a fair remuneration, 
making due allowance for ordinary contingencies — say a heavy 
railway cutting, or a tunnel a mile or two long. No one sus- 
pected when the contract was made, that in the liill to be 
tunnelled there existed a vast intrusion of trap. But now 
where the contractor expected to meet with earth to be ex- 
cavated he finds rock to be blasted. What shall be done 1 
Unless he is a man of largo capital, strict enforcement of the 
contract will ruin him ; and even if wealthy he will do the work 
at a great loss instead of at a profit. It may be said that even 
justice, considered not as legally formulated but as reasonably 
interpreted, implies that there should be a mitigation of the 
terms, since the intention of the contract was to make an ex- 
change of benefits • and still more is mitigation of the terms 
required by negative beneficence — by abstention from that course 
which the law would allow. But clearly it is only where a 
disastrous contingency is of a kind greatly exceeding reasonable 
anticipation, that negative beneficence may properly come into 
play (§ 402). 

Ought we then not to enforce any contracts that turn 
out to be highly disadvantageous to one of the parties ? 

Chapters iv.-vii. may be passed lightly over. I 
observe that, in the Preface to his second volume, Mr. 
Spencer says with regard to Parts V. and VI. gener- 
ally that they ‘ fall short of expectation.’ ‘ The Doc- 
trine of Evolution,’ he explains, ‘ has not furnished 
guidance to the extent I had hoped. Most of the con- 
clusions, drawn empirically, are such as right feelings, 
enlightened by cultivated intelligence, have already 
sufficed to establish.’ Certainly, the chapters in Part 
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V. on Restraints on Undeserved Payments — in which 
tips to guards and extra sixpences to cabmen are 
reproved at length — and on Restraints on Displays 
of Ability — in which we are warned not to heat a 
father at chess when his son is looking on, or convict 
an interlocutor of bad logic in the presence of his 
fiancee — might have been composed by the most 
empirical of Benthamites, So in chapter vi. — Re- 
straints on Blame — amid the sensible talk on the 
moderation with which even deserved blame should 
be applied to children, servants, etc., one misses such 
discussions of media axiomata as Mill’s on social pres- 
sure in his Liberty. It is almost as if Mr. Spencer 
had sought out the trivialities. Similarly in chapter 
vii. — Restraints on Praise — where by the way he 
mixes up the question of insincere praise with that of 
praise injurious as tending to foster vanity and egotism. 
Surely tlic propriety of expressions of gratitude for bad 
music and of testimonials to persons wlio have only 
done their duty might be left to the daily paragraphist. 

I pass now to Part VI. (^Positive Beneficence), where 
again we have for the most part Utilitarianism empiri- 
cal to triviality ; for instance, in the chapters on 
Marital, Parental and Filial Beneficence, and in those 
which discuss the positive duties of ‘aiding the sick and 
the injured,’ and giving ‘pecuniary aid to relatives and 
friends,’ Mr. Spencer’s counsels, judicious for the most 
part, are usually courageously commonplace. He tells 
us that when a man in business thinks of asking a 
brother to lend him money, ‘ there may fitly be hesita- 
tion on both sides ’ ; and suggests that the brother who 
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hesitates to lend may feel that he is taking a ‘ wise 
forethought ’ for the welfare of a brother disposed to 
borrow, by sparing him the anxiety that the debt 
would cause. Perhaps it would be difficult for philo- 
sophy to illuminate further this delicate problem ; 
but certainly one hardly required to have surveyed 
the process of the world from the nebula to the 
nineteenth century, in order to attain this degree of 
insight into fraternal duty. 

The chapter on the Relief of the Poor is at any 
rate more original. It is undoubtedly true of Positive 
Beneficence — what Mr. Spencer affirms of Beneficence 
generally — that it, when ‘ exercised by a society in its 
corporate capacity, must consist in taking away from 
some persons . . . products of their activities, to give 
to’ others. No doubt, as Mr. Spencer urges, if carried 
too far it will bring disaster ; but it does not therefore 
follow that if carefully limited, it may not do more good 
than harm. Mr. Spencer’s attack on Poor-Kelief, 
whether State-paid or organised by charitable associa- 
tions, and his proposal to substitute the old method of 
relief by individuals, seem to me wild, in the present 
state of mobility of labour. However, tlic point is 
that this is a detail of Utilitarian politics. He does 
indeed refer to the Evolutional Formula and the 
principle of the Survival of the Fittest, but he does 
not consider the organism struggling for existence to 
be a Society ; e.g. in speaking in § 458 of the survival 
of the fittest he only considers the effect of the 
struggle on individual human beings. It is a defect 
in Mr. Spencer’s argument that he does not more 
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distinctly recognise tlie difficulty and the complication 
introduced into his reasonings by the double point of 
view. Perhaps he might say that a Society in which 
the survival of the fittest individuals is most rigorously 
effected, is also as a Society fittest to survive ; but it is 
difficult for him to maintain this, after admitting (§ 389) 
that a society under the reign of justice does not achieve 
‘the highest form of life.’ This once being admitted. 
Evolution cannot afterwards be simply used as a con- 
clusive argument against public or organised poor- 
relief ; we have to fall back on empirical Utili- 
tarianism. As regards poor -relief practically, Mr. 
Spencer is, I think, uninformed — he does not seem to 
know anything of the Charity Organisation Society, 
or of the need of it. His great concern is that 
paupers should not propagate ; but this certainly 
would not be prevented if left to private almsgiving, 
whereas the workhouse and the Charity Organisation 
Society might do something to prevent it. 

The other chapters in Positive Beneficence are 
mostly trivial though sometimes entertaining — as in 
the ehapter on Social Beneficence, where the philo- 
sopher seriously enjoins resistance to absurd fashions 
such as London evening parties, ‘ elaborately -orna- 
mented coal-scuttles,’ and ‘ silver butter-knives.’ Let 
me here end in hearty sympathy with the distinguished 
thinker whom I have so long been criticising, and 
wish him all success in his crusade against the follies 
of the fashionable world. I fear, however, that he will 
not persuade any large part of that world to follow him 
through the two volumes of The Principles of Ethics. 
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LECTURE I 

INTRODUCTION 

Martineau’s arraugement and treatment of his 
subject has certain peculiarities, which I must briefly 
explain before I enter upon a discussion of his views. 
He includes in his two volumes a critical account of 
the doctrines of certain other writers on Ethics, along 
with an exposition and defence of his own. The plan 
is peculiar, but there is something to be said for it, as 
a method of enabling the reader to form a clear and 
precise view of ethical trutli as Martincau sees it ; 
since one understands more thoroughly what a man 
thinks and why he thinks it, when one understands 
clearly why he rejects the vai'ious opposed views which 
other minds have found acceptable. In fact, my 
present course of Lectures is framed on substantially 
the same principle : it appeared to me that having 
expounded my own system in my book, what I could 
further do in the way of making it clear would be 
best done in the form of criticism on the views of 
others. 

It might, however, have been expected that, if this 
plan were adopted, Martineau’s own system would 
have been given either at the beginning — so that the 

315 
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reader, before proceeding to the critical exposition of 
any other doctrines, might have clearly before his 
mind the point of view from which the criticisms 
were made ; or at the end — so that the reader might 
be led through various forms of error to the truth. 
For error in philosophy, or at least error that is or 
has been widely accepted, is never error pure and 
simple, but contains an element of the truth exag- 
gerated and distorted by neglect of other elements ; 
so that an examination of these one-sided and partial 
views is a fitting preparation for the completer and 
more balanced view which sums up the elements of 
truth contained in errors that are or have been current. 
But Martineau has adopted a dift'erent course from 
either : he has placed in the first volume a critical 
exposition of certain leading thinkers — chiefly Plato, 
Spinoza, and Comte — which belong to European but 
not to English thought. Then the first half of his 
second volume is occupied with his own system ; and 
lastly there follows a discussion of the leading English 
modes of ethical thought, under three heads : — 
Hedonist Ethics, Dianoetic Ethics, and ^Esthetic 
Ethics. 

The explanation is that Martineau regards ethics 
as properly psychological, based on the study of the 
moral consciousness, as each individual finds it by intro- 
spection. Now among erroneous methods or systems 
of ethics some, in his view, are erroneous because 
they are ‘ unpsych ological ’ — i.e. because instead 
of beginning with the study of the human mind or 
soul, as known to each thinker introspectively, they 
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begin with the study of Nature and God, and then 
carry the conceptions they derive from these into the 
study of the human mind — ‘ explain the human mind 
by their analogy and expect in it a mere extension 
of their being.' One chief objection to this latter 
procedure is that it leads to a denial or imperfect 
recognition of freedom and of moral responsibility. 
Others again are erroneous because they are, in his 
phrase, ‘ heteropsychological,’ instead of ‘idiopsycho- 
logical ' — i.e. instead of accepting ‘ the story ’ that the 
moral consciousness ‘ tells of itself/ they try to ‘ evolve 
the moral from the unmoral phenomena of our nature,’ 
and explain away ‘moral differences’ into ‘sensational,’ 

‘ intellectual,’ or ‘ aesthetic differences.’ And he con- 
siders that while the ‘ unpsychological ’ systems are 
most properly treated before his own, the ‘ hetero- 
psychological ’ are most properly treated after. The 
reasons for either order I will try briefly to make 
clear. 

First, I should explain that among these un- 
psychological methods of ethics some are ‘ meta- 
physical,’ others ‘ physical.’ The metaphysical 
attempt to penetrate to the eternal ground and 
essence of the Universe, and then descending into the 
human world, treat human virtue as having a com- 
munity of essence with this eternal reality, a ‘ blos- 
soming in the consciousness of man of the real root of 
the eternal universe.’ Such metaphysical methods 
exclude — no less than the physical — any proper 
notion of responsibility ; moral evil becomes merely 
natural evil, in the form of ugliness and unreason. 
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And for the ethical notion of freedom is substituted 
the notion of spontaneity — the spontaneous energy of 
eternal thought manifesting itself in connexion with 
the human organism. Such metaphysical methods 
may be further divided into those that regard the 
eternal ground of the Universe as Transcendent of 
the world of experience, and those that regard it as 
Immanent in that world. Of the former, the Tran- 
scendental, Martineau selects Plato as the best de- 
veloped example ; of the latter, the Immanental, he 
takes Spinoza as the type. 

To both of these metaphysical doctrines of ethics 
‘stands opposed (still within the uiipsychological circle) 
the physical; which descends into human life from 
the phenomenal instead of the real side of the world 
and ‘resolving everything’ knowablo ‘ into phenomena, 

. . . recognises in man ’ nothing but a product of this 
phenomenal world, absolutely subject to its laws 
throughout his being ; and refers his seeming activity 
back into prior conditions not inherent. Of this 
manner of thought Martineau takes Comte as a type. 
You will see from this selection that so-called un- 
psychological theories are not things of the past : in 
fact both the metaphysical and physical are power- 
fully represented at the present time ; since the meta- 
physical, Martineau says, survives in the school of 
Hegel. At the same time Martineau regards the 
development of psychological ethics as ‘altogether 
peculiar to Christendom ’ ; and probably this view of 
the earlier stages of development as essentially un- 
psychological has led him to treat them first in his 
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book. I think myself that it is misleading to call the 
Ethics of Plato ‘ unpsychological/ since — among other 
things — his doctrine of the virtues is based on psycho- 
logical analysis, though I should agree that the pro- 
minence of the notion of the Ego and the question of 
Free AVill is characteristic of modern thought. Comte 
may be fairly called ‘ unpsychological ' among modern 
writers, since he discards the introspective method. 
But it is to be observed that the general description 
which Martineau gives of that division of his un- 
psychological group which he calls ‘ physical,’ does 
not necessarily exclude the fullest application of the 
introspective method and of empirical psychology. 
This general description is that it examines the 
phenomena of the human mind as a part of tlic 
whole aggregate of natural phenomena, and no less 
subject to unvarying laws tlian any other part. But 
this view is quite compatible with the full accept- 
ance of the introspective method — as in the case of 
Spencer. 

This Martineau sees in the Introduction to the 
second volume,' though he does not recognise it in 
the Introduction to his first volume, and it is an 
awkward fact for his classification. Even if we exclude 
such ‘ dualistic ’ methods as that of Spencer, 1 think it 

^ ‘ As the process which they [Darwin and Spencer] describe is, in their 
view, only the latest section of a develo{>nient that indefinitely preceded all 
conscious life, their theory would seem to fall, no less than Comte s, under 
the category of Physical Systems, and so to demand our next attention. But 
it difiers from the unpsychological schemes in this : that, though it links the 
moral phenomena to the physical in one unbroken chain of causality, it 
allows that we have internal cognisance of the one, and external of the other ; 
so that, while Nature is monistic, our knowledge of it is dualistic ’ (Types of 
Ethical Theory, 2nd edition, vol. ii. p. 3). 
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an exaggeration to put forward Spinoza and Comte as 
good types of the metaphysical and physical methods 
in current philosophy, as Martineau does. If, he 
says, the Ego is determined into existence from God, 
‘we take the pantheistic track, never far from Spinoza ; 
if from Nature, we take the pamphysical, within sight 
of Comte’ [Types of Ethical Theory, 2nd edition, 
vol. ii. p. 3). It is a long way from Spinoza to Hegel, 
and a long way from Comte to current Materialism. 
The truth is that Martineau makes his distinction 
turn too much on Free Will. Still I agree that the 
clear recognition of Introspective Psychology as a dis- 
tinct study, and the attempt to base ethics on it as so 
recognised, does belong to modern thought, and so far 
may justify his order, as regards the priority of the 
Unpsychological systems. 

The justification of the second point — the priority 
of the Idiopsychological over the Heteropsycho- 
logical systems — he gives on pp. 16, 17 ^ : — 

Entering on this process, we might (he says) follow either 
of two methods. We might first review the several attempts to 
evolve the moral from the unmoral phenomena of our nature ; 
prepared either to rest in any one of them that may really fulfil 
its promise ; or, in case they should all fail, to invite the con- 
science itself to declare its own psi/chologi/. Or, we might invert 
this order : having first defined the inner facts of conscience 
itself, with the best precision we can attain, we might then com- 
pare with the Idio'psychological Ethics^ so obtained, the several 
attempts to find the phenomena under other categories^ by advo- 
cates of this or that scheme of Heteropsycliological Ethics. The 
latter arrangement has the decisive advantage of compelling us, 
at the outset, to visit the moral consciousness in its own home, 
to look it full in the face, and take distinct notes of the story it 
tells of itself. And not till we have thus gained a definite 

^ Unless otherwise stated, references are to Tijpes of Ethical Theory, vol. 
ii. 2nd edition, 1886. 
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intimacy with its real contents, can we have any just measure of 
aberration by which to try the claims of professed equivalents. 
I propose, therefore, to hear, in the first instance, what the 
Moral Sentiment has to say of its own experience ; and then, to 
let other faculties advance each its special pretensions to be the 
original patentee and source of supply. 

I agree broadly with Martineau’s view — indicated 
in his term ‘ idiopsychological ’ — that we must first 
have a clear and full view of tlie existing moral 
consciousness, before we can judge of the value and 
importance of any ' psychological ’ theory that pro- 
fesses to explain it. I also agree with what he says 
(p. 4) of the psychogony of evolutionists, which, as 
he observes, 

usually begins with the psychological preconception that, in the 
individual, the ethical sentiments are derivative from other 
feelings and ideas, ejj. of sympathy, of beauty, of self-regard, 
so as to be resolvable into a generic term ; and is then extended, 
by help of some law of heredity, to the inward life of parents 
and ancestors, and turned out complete in the form of a hypo- 
thetical psychology for the race or a catena of races. How are 
we to t('d this imagined history ? One condition is at all events 
indispensable : we must be sure of the ultimate phenomena, viz. 
the existing moral consciousness, of which this story undertakes 
to render account; to pronounce upon the adequacy of the 
cause, Ave must accurately estimate the effect. Else the caus- 
ality, hoAvever truly put on record, may give acrount of the 
wrong thing. Since, therefore, wc must carry with us a clear 
and correct insight into the contents of our present moral affec- 
tions and beliefs, I shall not take up the consideration of the 
evolution doctrine till avc have scrutinised the phenomena to be 
evolved. 

But at tlie very outset I have to notice that what 
appears to mo an unwarranted assumption under- 
lies Martineau’s whole procedure. He professes to 
give first the ‘ story ’ that the moral consciousness 
‘ tells of itself,’ or ‘ what the Moral Sentiment has to 
say of its own experience.’ And he appears gener- 

Y 
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ally to entertain no doubt that there is one and the 
same ‘ story ’ to be told in all cases ; that if the 
same question be definitely put to the moral con- 
sciousness of any number of different individuals, 
they will definitely return the same answer as his 
own. I think this an unwarranted assumption ; and 
I find it necessary to note this at the outset as 
regards the first postulate which he lays down. 

‘ Nothing (he says) can be binding to us that 
is not higher than we ; and to speak of one part of 
self imposing obligation on another part, — of one 
impulse or affection playing, as it were, the god to 
another, — is to trifle with the real significance of the 
sentiments that speak within us ’ (p. 5). As regards 
this, the ‘ stories ’ that the consciousnesses of different 
persons tell appear to me to be fundamentally different. 
To make this clear I will begin by stating the 
amount of my own agreement with Martineau. I 
agree that ‘ the broad fact ’ of the moral consciousness 
is that ‘ we have an irresistible tendency ... to pass 
judgments of right and wrong’; and that when I 
pass such judgments on my own conduct ‘ I speak of 
my Duty’ — a word which ‘expresses the sense we have 
of a debt which ... we are bound or obliged [to pay].’ 
This sense of obligation implies, in my view, a con- 
flict between the moral judgment and some impulse 
prompting us to conduct disapproved by our moral 
judgment. I also agree that a^^naor^ j^udgment 
a^^ms objective truth, valid not merely for the 
individual that affirms it, but for all similar persons 
in similar circumstances ; e.g. the axiom of prudence 
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if true at all, is true not only for me. In this sense 
I agree with Martineau when he says : — 

Conscience doe s not j[m7ne the law, it simply reveals the law, 
that holds us ; anJ to'^inalc^ ’Tveryt^^^ thc'^disdd^'flfe, and 
nothing of the thing disclosedy is to affirm and to deny the revela- 
tion in the same breath. It is an inversion of moral truth to 
say, for instance, that honour is higher than appetite, because we 
feel it so ; we feel it to be so, because it is so. This ^ is^ we 
know to be not contingent on our apprehension, not to arise 
from our constitution of faculty, but to be a reality irrespectit^e 
of us, in adaptation to which our nature is constituted, and for 
recognition of which the faculty is given (p. 5). 

But Martineau affirms more than this. In his 
view the idea of Duty necessarily implies the recog- 
nition of ^another Person' who has authority over 
us. This he means to imply in a passage on p. 5, 
which must be interpreted by pp. 104, 105. He 
says on p. 5 : — 

It is further necessary tliat our psychology should l)e dualistic 
in its results, recognising, as in its doctrine of perception, so in 
its doctrine of conscience, botli a Self and an other than Self, In 
perception, it is Self and Nature ; in morals, it is Self and Gody 
that stand face to face. 

And on pp. 104, 105, we read 

Suppose the case of one lone man in an atheistic world ; could 
there really exist any ‘ authority ’ of higher over lower within 
the enclosure of liis detached personality ? I cannot conceive 
it ; and did he, under such conditions, feel such a thing, he 
would then, I should say, feel a delusion, and have his conscious- 
ness adjusted to the wrong universe. For surely, if the sense 
of authority means anything, it means the discernment of some- 
thing higher than we, having claims on our selfy — therefore no 
mere part of it ; . . . the predicate ‘ higher than F takes me yet a 
step beyond ; for what am I ? A person : ‘ higher ^ than whom 
no ^ thing ' assuredly, — no mere phenortienony — can be ; but only 
another Persony greater and higher and of deeper insight. . . . 
over a free and living person nothing short of a free and living 
person can have higher authority. 
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The dictates of conscience, Martineau holds, are 
unmeaning unless we give them a Theistic inter- 
pretation. Now I quite admit that a Christian Theist 
must necessarily conceive of the dictates of conscience 
as Divine commands ; but I think it rash and unwar- 
rantable in him to affirm that they cannot be regarded 
as authoritative unless they are so conceived. To 
me, indeed, it is inconceivable that the authorita- 
tiveness or bindingness of moral rules should depend 
essentially on the fact that they emanate from 
‘another Person.’ Martineau himself admits — or 
I should rather say emphatically declares — that 
it is not a Person regarded apart from moral 
attributes that can be conceived as the source of the 
authority of which we are speaking ; it is, he says, 

‘ an inward rule of Right which directs the action 
of His [God’s] power . . . which first elevates into 
‘ Authority ’ what else would only operate as a neces- 
sity or a bribe’ (p. 113). If then moral rules, when 
conceived as Divine commands, are thought to have 
authority not because they emanate from an Omni- 
potent Person, but only because they emanate from 
a person who wills in accordance with a rule of 
right, I cannot conceive how they should lose this 
authority even if the ‘ other person ’ is eliminated 
altogether, provided that the ‘ rule of right ’ is left. 
I am not now arguing whether a true philosophical 
conception of the rule of right would not recognise 
that the cognition of such a rule as a thought valid 
for all minds, involves the recognition of a Thinker 
— an eternal and universal subject of this and all 
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other thought. That is a question of Rational 
Theology rather than Ethics. It is not denied that 
there are many minds for whom this implication is 
necessary. And what I am now arguing is that the 
‘ authoritativeness ’ or ‘ obligatoriness ’ of the rule 
is not necessarily connected with this implication in 
Truth of a Thinker who thinks what is true. 

I may perhaps make this clearer by referring to 
an analogy which Martineau draws between mathe- 
matical and moral truth. 

There is (he says) as much ground, or as little, for trusting to 
the report of our moral faculty as for believing our intellect 
respecting the relations of number and dimension. Whatever 
be the ‘authority’ of Reason respecting the true, the same is 
the ‘ authority ’ of Conscience respecting the right and good 
(p. 114). 

Now I presume that Martineau does not maintain that 
the authority of Reason respecting the relations of 
number and dimension cannot ‘really exist’ for an 
atheistic mathematician. And he would not deny 
that there have been atheistic mathematicians : whether 
or not it is true that Laplace answered Napoleon’s 
question by saying that he had no ‘ besoin de I’iiypo- 
thfesc de Dieu’ in his system of the physical uni- 
verse, at any rate the utterance would have probably 
expressed his conviction. But if Martineau does 
not deny that the ‘ authority of Reason ’ respecting 
relations of quantity may exist for the atheistic 
mathematician, I think he is bound, in consistency, 
to admit that the ‘ authority of Conscience respecting 
the right ’ may similarly exist for the atheistic 
moralist. 
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I have accepted, for the sake of argument, 
Martineau’s distinction between ‘ Reason ’ and ‘ Con- 
science.’ But, to prevent misunderstanding, I ought 
to explain that, in my view, the ‘ authority of 
Conscience ’ is the authority of Reason in its appli- 
cation to practice : ‘ authority ’ or ‘ obligation,’ in 
my view, expresses the relation that we recognise 
on reflection between a judgment as to what ought 
to be willed by us* and a non - rational impulse 
prompting in a direction opposed to this judgment. 
I can imagine no other kind of ultimate authority 
than this. If rules are binding as Divine it is, in 
my view, because Reason is an essential attribute of 
Divinity. With this important difference, I accept 
Martincau’s view of psychological assumptions, 
understanding objectivity here to import the uni- 
versal validity of all truth, but not necessarily the 
existence of another person. I do not wish to 
exclude the theological conception of Ethics, but 
I do not think it ought to be imposed as necessary. 

Martineau proceeds to argue the possibility of 
introspection disclosing facts and laws, and, in 
Hamilton’s manner, lays down the axiom that ‘ we 
must accept as veracious the immediate depositions 
of our own faculties, and that the postulates, without 
which the mind cannot exert its activity at all, 
possess the highest certainty.’ What we have to 
do is to ‘ state accurately the essence of the moral 
sentiments and find the propositions they assume.’ 
My view is somewhat different.^ I accept in- 

^ Compare chap, xi. of Book III, of MetJiods of Ethics, 
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tuitions (self-evident propositions) as veracious so 
far as they can be freed from inconsistency and 
conflict ; also propositions logically implied in these 
— but not as quite equally certain, as the process 
of educing the implication is one liable to error. 
Martineau goes on (p. 9) to raise a difficulty. He 
says : — 

Suppose that the postulates of one faculty should turn out 
contradictory to those of another ; what becomes of the reliance 
due to both? If, e.g., extern Jil observation should imply or 
exhibit succession ivithout causality ; and if the inner exercise of 
will should enforce belief in causality with or without suc- 
cession ; or, if the one should teach universal necessity, and the 
other human freedom ; which has claim to our assent ? I reply, 
each is to be dictator in its own sphere, and no further ; — per- 
ception, among the objects of sense, — conscience, as to the 
conditions of duty ; and for this plain reason, that neither has 
any jurisdiction or insight with regard to the realm of the 
other. Moral objects cannot be tasted, seen, or heard ; nor are 
sapid, visible, audible objects appreciated by the moral sense. 
And hence it will turn out that the contradictions alleged between 
two separate faculties arc only apparent: the postulates will really 
be distinct and never meet; the opposition will be merely 
negative, amounting not to a confutation, but to simple absence 
of evidence. 

I agree with Martineau that so far as the spheres 
of different faculties really are distinct, the pos- 
tulates of one need not harmonise with those of 
another; but the case is different where two lines 
of thought lead to conclusions that contradict each 
other, and this seems the case with Free Will as 
understood by Martineau ; universal necessity does 
leave no room for human freedom. So far as 
this is so, I can only accept the division of 
spheres as a provisional practical solution. 

In speaking of ‘ faculties ’ Martineau, as he 
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explains, does not mean ‘ separate agents.’ He says 
(p. 13) 

Faculties (if the word be widened so as to cover the suscepti- 
bilities too) are distinct functions of one and the same oi'ganised 
Self or Person : active, if modes of the undivided personality ; 
passive, if modes of the divided sensory organisation : giving us 
in the latter case, what I have called susceptibility ; in the former, 
faculty in the narrower and exactor meaning. But in all 
instances, the proper subject, that which acts or is acted on, is 
not the faculty or the organ, but the Unitary Ego. This Ego 
hums ; the Ego wills ; the Ego feels ; three functions, of which 
the last alone is passive. For the distinction of these functions 
it is not necessary that they should never go together ; and they 
are in fact usually, though not inflexibly, concomitant. 

With this I agree, except that I hold that 
‘feeling’ must be attributed to the mind and not 
merely to the body, as ‘ sensory organisation ’ seems 
to imply. But in my view the division between 
Conscience and Perception does not correspond to 
the divisions between Knowing, Feeling, Willing ; 
if there is moral truth it belongs to the intellect to 
know it, as much as to know physical truth. Hence 
pp. 15, 16 seem to me misleading. I do not say 
that the intellect which knows moral truth is ‘ only 
the scientific Understanding,’ and that the ‘ right and 
the wrong ’ are ‘ simply the true and the false, and 
should be regarded with no dissimilar aftection.’ To 
know ethical truth and not to desire and will to act 
in accordance with it, implies defect in the mind 
that thus knows ; but this is quite consistent with 
the view that Conscience is essentially Intellect or 
Reason applied to Practice, which Martineau’s 
language ignores and obscures. 



LECTURE II 

FUNDAMENTAL ETHICAL FACT 

I NOW pass to the ^ Fundamental Ethical Fact’ (omit- 
ting the theological implications which I have already 
dealt with). This is : 

that, distinctively as men, we have an irresistible tendency to 
approve and disapp^rove^ to pass judgments of right and wrong. 
Wherever approbation falls, there we cannot help recognising 
merit ; wherever disapprobation, demerit. To the former we 
are impelled to assign honour and such external good as may 
express our sympathy, and to feel that no less than this is 
due : to the latter we award disgrace and such external ill 
as may mark our antipathy, with the consciousness that we are 
not only entitled but constrained to this infliction (p. 18). 

He goes on to explain that the objects on which 
our moral judgment directs itself are ' i^ersons ex- 
clusively, and not things' (p. 21). 

The approbation or disapprobation which wo feel towards 
human actions is directed upon them as personal phenomena , 
and if this condition failed, would disapi)ear, though they might 
still as natural causes be instrumental in producing much good 
or ill (p. 23). ... It follows that what we judge is always the 
inner spring of an action as distinguished from its outward 
operation (p. 24). 

Hence he infers that the principle of moral judgment is 

directly opposed to the maxim, that the only value of good 
aflections is for the production of good actions : — a maxim 
which is a just rebuke to idle and barren good affections as com 
pared with the healthy and fruitful, but which becomes 
monstrously false when it demands not only inward creative 

329 



330 


ON MAETINEAU’S ETHICS 


LECT. 


energy, but outward opportunity and success, and treats with 
slight even an intense fidelity and love, because its field of life is 
small, and its harvest for the world is scanty. Instead of 
measuring the worth of goodness by the scale of its external 
benefits, our rule requires that wo attach no vm'al value to these 
benefits, except as signs and exponents of the goodness whence 
they spring ; and graduate our approval by the purity of the 
source, not l)y the magnitude of the result. Hero, therefore, we 
touch upon an essential distinction between the Christian and 
the Utilitarian ethics ; and confidently claim for the former the 
verdict of our moral consciousness (p. 26 ). 

And there does appear at first sight to be a 
fundamental difference between Utilitarianism and 
Martineau. And perhaps we may ultimately conclude 
that there is such a difference ; but on examination it 
will, I think, be found to be at any rate less than 
appears at first sight. I proceed now to note that 
there are, in my view, two distinguishable forms of 
moral judgments on conduct with corresponding 
sentiments : — those in which Ought, Right, or Duty 
are used, and those in which Goodness or Badness are 
predicated. The former are what I call Jural, the 
latter ^Esthetic. The notions of Right and Wrong, 
and the corresponding sentiments, in the strictly 
ethical sense seem to me peculiar to actions viewed on 
their psychical side — to volitions. Good and Bad are 
wider ; as to these I think that we apply the notions, 
with corresponding or at least cognate sentiments, to 
other things besides volitions or persons willing. Still 
here, too, I think we can distinguish what I should call 
‘ strictly moral ’ approbation, and specific accompany- 
ing sentiments, as appropriate to volitions, and to 
volitions only ; so far I agree with Martineau. And 
we find that he, like all other writers on questions 
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of practice, has to use the two pairs of terms — as in 
the passages above quoted from pp. 18, 23, and 26. 

But he seems (p. 23) to regard the judgment of good 
and ill as non-ethical. I cannot agree with this view, 
and it does not seem to me in harmony with Common 
Sense. Good, in my view, is what it is reasonable to 
seek to keep, or aim at getting ; and Evil is what it is 
reasonable to seek to get rid of and avoid. Or if it be 
said that Good is pleasure or the pleasant, the same 
relation to volition and practice comes in when we 
define pleasure. ' There is of course much good — e.g. 
the advantages of external nature unlaboured by man 
— which comes without our having done anything to 
gain it ; often without its having been in our power 
to do anything. And similarly with evil — e.g. 
influenza. Still, in calling such things good and evil 
it is none the less implied tliat they are the kind of 
things which we ought as rational and sentient beings 
to desire and aim at, or try to avoid, for ourselves or 
for others. The Stoic view, that reason is its own 
sole good, would be true if this were not so. The 
judgment of good and ill is therefore either directly 
or indirectly ethical. And this is admitted by 
Common Sense. In the recognition of the virtues of 
Prudence and Benevolence it is allowed to be (l) 
right and reasonable (and even virtuous if under 
strong temptation) that a man should prefer greater 
to lesser good in his own case, and (2) virtuous to 
promote good generally for others — for men, for the 
living universe. And the only difference between 

^ Cf. Methods of Ethics, Book I. chap, iv., aiul Book II. chap. ii. 
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Common Sense and Utilitarianism as regards the out- 
ward act is, that in the view of Common Sense these 
rules are but rules among others, while in the view 
of Utilitarianism, the rule of promoting the greatest 
good is supreme, and the highest good is interpreted 
as happiness. I conceive therefore, that there is 
nothing inconsistent with Utilitarianism in holding 
that the specific moral judgment of approbation, and 
the accompanying sentiment, are properly directed to 
human volitions only, while still holding that the 
ultimate criterion of right volitions is that they 
should be such as tend to produce in the greatest 
degree consequences of a certain kind — namely, 
general happiness. 

But it may be said ; — Suppose a worse intention 
would produce a better result, would you then 
approve it more ? If I were convinced that this was 
the case, I certainly sliould. Probably there is 
here a real disagreement between Martineau’s view 
and mine. But it is only very rarely that the 
question can practically arise.^ It cannot be directly 
a question for me, whether I should intend to do what 
is right or intend to do what would produce the best 
result. But in the case of another man I may judge 
that — owing to intellectual defect — if he intends to 
do what is right he w'ill do more harm than if he has 
what is subjectively a w'orse intention. Whately 
declared that it would be a ‘ consolation to him on his 
death-bed that he never gave a halfpenny to a beggar 
in the street.’ The intention to do this would be 

^ Cf. Methods of Ethics^ Book III. cliap. i. § 3, p. 207. 
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wrong in Whately or in me, but is doubtless sub- 
jectively right in most of those who give the half- 
pence. 

How deal then with the problem ? I would first 
break up the simple notion of approbation by means 
of the distinction between Subjective and Objective. 
The intention of the indiscriminating almsgiver is 
subjectively right but objectively wrong. Suppose, 
however, that Martineau or my reader should press 
me with the question : Which do you prefer, sub- 
jective or objective rightness, in another ? I answer : 
So far as this is a practical question, it depends 
for a Utilitarian upon the magnitude of the evil that 
may be produced by an act that is subjectively right. 
As I have said, it is only rarely that it becomes a 
practical question ; never in a man’s own case ; and 
usually what one has to do in dealing with the ease 
of another whose intention is subjectively right and 
objectively wrong, is to convert him to a better view 
of his duty. If this fails, it may become a ques- 
tion wliether appeal should not be made to lower 
motives. ‘ 

It may be said : — Why do you as a Utilitarian, 
in this case value rectitude of intention at all, its 
effects being admittedly bad ? The answer (which Mar- 
tineau certainly overlooks) is that not all the effect is 
bad here, from the Utilitarian point of view — the effect 
on the agent’s character is not so ; it is ordinarily 
conducive to the general happiness that he should 
have a habit of intending to do what he thinks right. 

' Of. Methods of Ethics^ note 1, p. 208. 
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On this distinction of Subjective and Objective 
Martineau remarks : — 

Professor Sidgwick well says that a man who makes no 
failure lisre is ‘ right ’ ‘ in another sense ’ from that in which the 
epithet was allowed to the simply conscientious man •, but seems 
to me hardly to ap])reciate the whole difference. Are right and 
wrong '’judgments ’ no less ethical acts than right and wrong inten- 
tions ? Or are they not, when initiated by the same intention, 
intellectual instead of nioi'al ? If guilt is incurred by an erroneous 
computation of conduct, why not by a faulty column of statistics 
or a mistaken prophecy of market prices ? Surely the word 
right has an obvious ambiguity, and denotes now the ethically 
good, and now the intellectually true. In the phrase ‘ Subjective 
right ’ it has the former meaning ; in the phrase ‘ Objective 
right ’ the latter. To treat it as covering the same quality in 
both is to make it a fruitful source of illusions. To guard 
against these, the whole moral essence of voluntary conduct must 
be planted in its inner spring, while its outward history must be 
judged by the canons of ratmiality (pp. 55, 56). 

My answer is (l) that I am not aware of having 
in any way slurred over the fundamental importance 
of the difference between subjective and objective 
rightness ; (2) that Martineau’s language certainly 
overlooks the fact that our common moral senti- 
ments towards, say, a fanatic who commits crimes 
are very different from our sentiments towards, say, 
a paradoxer who squares the circle. Our sentiment 
towards the former is, in fact, a sentiment of moral 
aversion ; and though people whose intellectual 
development is such that they can direct this senti- 
ment exclusively on the act, while combining with 
it a respectful recognition of the agent’s rectitude of 
purpose — though these ought, I admit, to make this 
distinction, I do not think that a plain man does do 
this or can do it. It is still more clear to common 
sense that bad acts may be done from the best con- 
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ceivable motives ; indeed we are all familiar with 
historical examples of men prompted by religion, 
patriotism, or philanthropy to .acts that have excited 
most general and intense moral disapprobation. 
When we contemplate Torquemada torturing a 
heretic for the eternal good of souls, Ravaillac assas- 
sinating a monarch in the cause of God and his 
Church, a Nihilist murdering a number of innocent 
persons in order to benefit his country by the destruc- 
tion of an emperor, a pastor poisoning his congregation 
in the sacramental wine in the hope of securing their 
eternal happiness, — we recognise that such acts are 
(so far as we know) not only subjectively right, but 
done from the very highest motives ; still common 
sense does not therefore hesitate to pronounce them 
profoundly bad. Does Martineau wish that these 
acts should cease to be regarded with moral 
aversion ? 

In this discussion, in speaking of the object of 
approbation, I have said ‘ volition ’ and ‘ intention,’ 
not ‘ spring ’ or ‘ affection,’ and Martineau also says : — 

We only judge our volitions. This distinction is one of the 
greatest im])ortance iti many relations • but for the present we 
have to do with it in only one. Wc need not decide whether 
Socrates is right in rating the self-possessed and o])en-eyed 
faculties of Reason and Conscience as the crowning glory of our 
nature ; or whether Carljde is justified in setting above them 
the workings of ‘unconscious’ genius. AVhatever be their 
relative place, the fact remains, that the mmil life dwells 
exclusively in the voluntary sphere’ (pp. 34, 35). 

At the same time (pp. 25, 2G) he speaks of ‘affec- 
tions’ as the object of approbation. — The explanation 
is that while Martineau holds that what we approve 
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is always voluntary choice, he also holds that it is 
always choice between motives. 

I do not, however, think that in this part of his 
discussion it has always been present to Martineau’s 
mind what the exact issue is between him and such 
opponents as myself. I find that in discussing this 
question he, on the one hand, labours needlessly 
a point not likely to be disputed ; and, on the other 
hand, confuses or slurs over the distinction which I 
regard as fundamentally impoi'tant. We shall all, 
I conceive, agree that moral approbation, strictly 
taken, ^ relates to what Martineau loosely calls the 
‘inner spring’ or ‘principle’ of an action — i.e. 
that it relates to the mental or psychical element 
of the complex fact which we call action ; as dis- 
tinct from the muscular movement that follows 
the psychical volition, or any external consecjuences 
of this movement considered as external and not 
as foreseen by the agent. Further, I agree with 
Martineau in defining the object of the common 
moral judgment as volition or choice of some kind. 
Our difference begins when we ask what the object is 
which is willed or chosen. In Martineau’s view 
the choice is always between particular impulses to 
action — whether ‘propensions,’ ‘passions,’ ‘affections,’ 
or ‘ sentiments ’ ; in my view it is, in the largest and 
most important class of cases, among difierent sets 
of foreseen external effects, all of which are con- 

^ I say ‘ strictly taken,’ because in a wider sense of the terms we ‘ approve ’ 
or ‘ disapprove ’ of a human bein^ and his action.s without distinguishing 
between their voluntary and involuntary elements ; just as, in ^lartineau’s 
words, we ‘approve a house’ or ‘condemn a shi}),’ from a consideration of its 
fitness or unfitness for some accepted end. 
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ceived to be within the power of the agent. That 
Martin eau has not clearly seen the point at issue 
may, I think, be inferred from the language (compare 
pages 129, 130) in which he criticises my own pro- 
cedure. He says that I, among others, ‘ by no 
means call in question the general principle that 
moral worth or defect is to be estimated by the 
inward affection or intention whence actions flow ’ ; 
and implies that I have thereby ‘ admitted the neces- 
sity ’ of ‘ enumerating ’ and ‘ classifying ’ motives or 
inn)ulses to action, though I afterwards ‘ run away 
from the work as unmanageable and superfluous.' 
But it is plain that if 1 am right in regarding the 
choice of right outward eft'ect as being, in the most 
important cases, the primary object of ordinary moral 
judgment, my primary business is to enumerate and 
classify, not the propensions or passions that prompt 
to choice, but the outward effects that ought to be 
chosen and intended. It is always the choice or 
intention, and not its actual result, that is approved 
or disapproved ; but the differences of choice or in- 
tention, on which the moral judgment turns, can only 
be conceived as differences in the objects chosen ; 
and can therefore, on my view, only be sought in 
that ‘ field of external effects of action ’ which Martin- 
eau would relegate to a separate and subsequent in- 
vestigation. 

This is an important point that Martineau has 
not dealt with, ajid, in fact, his ethico-psychological 
theory precludes his dealing with it ; because, as we 

saw, he holds that if the same question be definitely 

z 
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put to the moral consciousness of any number of 
different individuals, they will return definitely the 
same answer as his own. He holds that all impulses 
and incentives to action are capable of being arranged 
in a series in order of merit, and are so arranged 
potentially in all minds, so that when there is any 
conflict of motives, every man can tell which motive 
is highest.^ 

> Cf. e.g. pp. 48, 49, 53, 61. 



LECTURE ril 

THEORY OF PRUDENCE, MERIT AND DEMERIT, NATURE 
OF MORAL AUTHORITY 

At the beginning of chapter ii. {Theory of Prudence) 
Martineau points out that ‘ while the objects of 
morrd pi'eference are the springs of action within us, 
the objects of pruAlential preference are the effects of 
action upon us.’ 1 agree with him in accepting the 
distinction between Moral and Prudential, since, how- 
ever we ultimately deal with it, we must recognise it as 
a fundamental distinction of our common moral con- 
sciousness (taking ‘ moral ’ in a wide sense). But I 
cannot accept as important Martineau’s antithesis 
between ‘ springs ’ and ‘ effects ' ; since, as I said in 
the last Lecture, 1 hold that we judge of ‘ springs ’ 
by the effects to which they are directed. Hence 1 
cannot agree with his e.xtrusion of End from moral 
judgment. It is not merely, as might be thought, 
that in his view ‘ not End but choice of End ’ is 
the object of moral judgment : even on the Utili- 
tarian view, what is approved as morally ‘ right ’ 
for the agent is the intention to produce certain 
results, not their actual production. Martineau has 
cut himself off from this explanation of his view by 
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the assertion that it is the ‘ characteristic of impulse 
to send us blindly forward’ (p. 74). 

I agree with him, indeed, in holding that as 
impulses are not necessarily directed to pleasures and 
pains, moral judgment on volition is conceivable apart 
from susceptibility to non-moral pleasure and pain, 
and that even granting consciously wrong volition to 
be normally followed by some degree of moral pain — 
which, however, seems to me an exaggeration — it is 
not the avoidance of that pain which is the end of a 
right volition. But Martineau’s distinction among 
the elfects of action in foreseeing which Prudence con- 
sists (pp. 73, 74) leads him to a most paradoxical 
definition of Prudence as ‘ self - surrender to the 
strongest impulse.’ This seems to me a wilful 
paradox, because the definition is only reached by 
suppressing ‘ ulterior considerations.’ 

Till we are corrected by ulterior considerations (he says), we 
must pronounce it the law of prudence to gratify the tendencies 
in the order of their eagerness, and live chiefly in the indulgence 
of the ruling passion, Avhatever it be (p. 74). 

But it is the very essence of prudence to control 

impulse in view of these ulterior considerations. Of 

course I should admit that if yielding to the impulse 

felt as strongest was followed by no consequences 

except gratification of impulse, Rational Self-love 

would prima facie dictate yielding to impulse ; 

though I do not think it ought to be assumed 

that intensity of immediate gratification is always 

in proportion to intensity of pre-existent desire. 

Even when in pp. 75-79, Martineau takes ulterior 

consequences into account, he still retains the 
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conclusion that the ‘ prudential scale ’ of motives, 
arranges motives in ‘order of strength’ (p. 77). I 
conceive that if prudence arranges motives in any 
scale, it must be in accordance with an estimate of 
the whole foreseen consequences to the agent’s happi- 
ness of the acts to which they prompt. 

In pp. 75-77 Martineau maintains liis peculiar view 
by what seems to me extraordinarily perverse reason- 
ing, in which the ‘ external and ulterior effects ’ that 
he admits as ‘ corrective consequences of precipitate 
action ’ are treated as ‘ creations, direct or indirect, of 
onv moral constitution' (p. 75). He therefore con- 
ceives them not to belong to the ‘ Prudential scale,’ as 
it would exist independently of the ‘ Moral scale,’ but 
only to Prudence as modified by co-existing moral judg- 
ments. No doubt such consequences of our moral con- 
stitution are part of what Prudence takes into account. 
There is, as Martineau says, (1) ‘compunction’ proceed- 
ing from conscious neglect of higher principle, or, as I 
say, ‘consciousness of having chosen against judgment 
of right.’ (But we may note that a milder form of 
compunction arises if we did not know that we were 
doing wrong, though we think we should have known 
if we had made the most of our opportunities.) There 
is also (2) ‘ indignation of our fellow-men ’ proceeding 
from their moral nature. (I hold, however, that this 
is actually directed primarily against acts presumed 
intentional, though motives doubtless come into 
consideration.) So far, I admit that the prudential 
judgment as to which motive is to prevail is partly 
dependent on the co-existence of moral judgments in 
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self and others. But so far as an individual has to 
consider prudentially the moral judgments of others, 
what he has to take into account is something quite 
different from his own scale. He has to consider 
not what sentiments his choice ought to arouse in 
others, nor even what it would arouse if they knew 
the inner choice as he knows it ; but rather what 
sentiments the volition that is only externally and 
partially known will produce on certain minds, 
which are under the influence of a generally im- 
perfect morality to some extent, but also under 
other influences. When, however, Martineau goes 
on (3) to consider ‘ sufiering in fortune and health ’ 
as ‘modifications by co-existing moral judgments,’ his 
argument is surely perverse. He says that ‘ only in 
a morally constituted world could such sad con- 
sequences arise.’ Does this mean that we never 
suffer ‘ in fortune and health ’ except when the act 
which entails the suffering was due to consciously 
wrong choice ? This is a hardy statement : I do not 
think experience bears it out. Surely we suffer 
bitterly for mere rashness and inexperience. At 
any rate these consequences would remain objects of 
prudential judgment, whether recognised as penalties 
or not. The ‘ headache next morning ’ may be ex- 
plained by purely physiological laws, its existence in 
no way depends on a moral order of the world ; but 
it is none the less a consequence that prudence must 
take into account. 

As regards the relation of Prudential to Moral 
preference, Martineau’s view seems to be that Interest 
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and Duty coincide in the sense that ‘a good man 
would be a fool if he were other than good,’ but that 
this is because Prudence in his ease has to take into 
account moral sensibility ; ‘ a bad man without 
conscienee is not a fool for not acting as if he had 
one.’ Still, this does not quite meet the case ; for 
the bad man — unless he is from a moral point of 
view so bad as to be hopeless — may still be called 
a fool for not trying to develop his conscience. Is 
this Martineau’s view ? I do not think that he clearly 
answers the question.' 

On chapter iii. — Merit and Demerit — I have not 
much to say. My view of ethical notions is practical, 
therefore according to me in asking what Merit 
means as an ethical term, what we really ask is : How 
will a judgment of merit affect actions ? So far as 
actions towards others are concerned, the question 
is of requiting desert. Of this I myself ultimately 
take the utilitarian view.- So far as the question is 
whether the agent should regard Worth or Merit in 
himself, as a result to be aimed at, the answer is that 
it is rather Worth. It is only another form of the 
question whether Virtue, Excellence, or Perfection is 
an Ultimate Rational End.* What Martineau gives 
is a theory of dement rather than of merit. Thus 
he says (p. 80 ) : — 

Where the order of strength among the springs of action is 
at variance with the order of their excellence (as, more or less, 
it is in all of us), inclination will often stand in the way of duty. 

^ Cf. Methods of Ethics y Book 11. chap, v., and concluding chapter. 

Cf. op. cil. Book III. chap, v., and Book IV. chap. iii. 

^ Cf. op. cit. Book III. chap. xiv. 
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It is evident that, in such cases, the vehemence of the tempta- 
tion will be proportioned to the. extent of discrepancy between 
the two scales. In the choice between competing impulses, the 
agent suffers no violent wrench from the right course, unless the 
lower passion is by far the intenser of the two ; if its importunity 
is faint, its conquest involves no fierce struggle. . . . The 
demerit and disgi'ace of wrong-doing become greater, as the 
temptation is less. 

‘ Between the two scales ’ means between the moral 
and prudential scales — or let us say, between Duty 
and Inclination or Interest, since Martineau’s use of 
prudential is paradoxical. Again we find him saying 
(p. 83) 

Where the discrepancy is greatest between the moral and 
prudential order of principles, the guilt [demerit] is least ; and 
where the discrepancy is least, the sin is greatest. 

I agree that the common judgment of demerit does 
not depend on the external badness of an act, and 
that it is severer if the inducement is faint, but do 
we ‘ assume as the ground of that opinion that a faint 
inducement of pleasure was allowed to set aside an 
intense shrinking of the moral sense’ (p. 81)? I do 
not think we make any such assumption. I should 
rather say that we judge a bad act to be worse when 
the inducement was comparatively faint, because we 
infer a more alarmingly immoral tendency, — that is, 
a greater tendency to cause mischief in the future. 
For, we argue, if a man has committed a crime under 
a slight inducement, what will he not do under a 
strong one ? Martineau seems to assume quite arbi- 
trarily that the man in question has so wicked a 
contempt for his own moral nature that he prefers 
inclination to conscience, though the voice of con- 
science is loud and inclination is weak. But ‘bad’ men 
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are often altogether free from these pains of conscience, 
and certainly I think Maririneau goes beyond Common 
Sense in supposing that we commonly attribute an 
‘ intense shrinking of the moral sense ’ to the man, 
for instance, who murders a boy for his boots : we 
have to suppose knowledge in order to attribute 
demerit, but not, I think, ‘ intense shrinking.’ 

Into Martineau’s criticism of Mr. Leslie Stephen I 
will not enter, but I may say I agree with Martineau 
in thinking that we commonly apply the notions ex- 
pressed by the terms merit, meritorious, to conduct 
rather than to character : but not worth, which 
rather belongs to character ; T distinguish worth 
from merit. I think, however, that our notion of 
degrees of worth is very vague. Further, I agree 
with Martineau that we do not attribute merit to 
God, and that in the view of Common Sense, merit 
implies free will and conflict ; but, as I have said, I 
think it easy to introduce a utilitarian interpreta- 
tion of Merit and Worth- — meaning by them the 
quality of action and character that it is right (that 
is, conducive to the general happiness) to praise. 

On the question of authority dealt with in chapter 
iv. {Nature of Moral Authority) I have already said 
something. I will now briefly try to make clear my 
relation to Martineau’s view, with which 1 largely 
agree. Let us take separately (a) Moral judgments 
(in the narrower sense of moral), and (6) Prudential 
judgments. As to (a) I hold: — (l) That the 
‘ authority ’ attaches not to the mere sentiment as 
such, but to a judgment of rightness at least implicit 
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in it. (Compare the difference between Moral and 
Quasi -moral sentiments.*) ■ (2) That the judgment 
implied is — like all judgments — valid for all minds 
unless erroneous. (3) That though it may be passed 
on one particular case, it is by implication valid for 
all similar cases. In this sense I agree that the 
‘ authority ’ is not merely subjective, and that it 
essentially claims to be ‘ independent of the in- 
dividual’s idiosyncrasies ’ just as the truths of 
mathematics are. But — as before argued — I do 
not think that it necessarily implies ‘ another 
person,’ except so far as, like the truths of mathe- 
matics, it implies a universal reason which the 
judging individual shares so far as he judges truly. 
The ‘ authority ’ would not exist for me — except so 
far as the prudential obligation of obeying superior 
power goes — unless this reason was mine, though not 
merely mine. Martincau in his comment on Green 
(p. 106) seems to come near this view. Further, I 
think the conception of myself as a part of a larger 
whole inevitably comes in wiien I take the point 
of view of Universal JKeason. But I agree with 
Martineau (p. 117) that the notion of ‘authority’ in 
the fundamental ethical prescription ‘seek the good 
of the larger whole,’ cannot be extracted from the 
conception of the ‘ relative bulk ’ of the larger whole. 
I arrive at it by the conception of the similarity of 
the other parts of the whole to myself. Apprehending 
their similarity in other ways, I cannot avoid con- 
cluding that each of them has an Ultimate Good 

^ Cf. Methods of EfMcSy Book I. chap. iii. § 1, pp. 27, 28. 
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similar to mine, and as valuable from the point of 
view of Universal Keason. Martineau prefers to con- 
ceive Reason as imposing not the obligation of aiming 
at the general good, but the obligation of conforming 
to the type of perfect humanity. My argument 
against this is given in The Methods of Ethics, Book 
III. chapter xiv. I find myself led to futile tautology 
if Perfection is interpreted as Moral Perfection, and 
regarded as Ultimate End. As to the question 
‘ whether obligation can be transcended,’ there is no 
material dift'erence between jMartineau and myself. 
I agree that ‘ what 1 ought to do ’ includes more than 
‘ what others may reasonably censure me for not 
doing,’ though 1 should apply a different standard 
from Martineau’s in determining how the line is to be 
drawn.’ 

1 pass to consider the authority of Prudence. 
Martineau admits that wc commonly condemn im- 
prudence. He says (p. 1‘2G) ; — 

Tlic fact, I suppose, cat\ hardly be called in question, that we 
look with positive dixuiyprovid on rashness and recklessness as 
not simply foolish and hurtful, but as wrong, even where no 
interests are visibly affected except the offender’s own. 

Observe that he states the issue unlike Avhat one 

would have expected from a writer whose ‘ moral 

scale ’ was framed on non-utilitarian principles. My 

disagreement from Martineau here simply lies in my 

recognising the validity of the fundamental axiom : 

That Hereafter is to be regarded as much as Noav, 

apart from any relation to others. As to the 

‘ moralised prudence ’ which Martineau speaks of at 

* Cf. ^frfho(is of Ethics, Book III. chap. ii. 
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the close of the chapter, it seems to me to be merely 
a confusing mixture of Morality in the narrower 
sense, and Prudence. 

In what is said in chapter v. of the absence of 
any conscious foresight of effects in the case of the 
springs of action distinguished as primary, Martineau 
seems to me to mix up two distinctions ; namely 
(l) the distinction between impulses which are in- 
stinctive or blind, and those which are directed to a 
pre-conceived end ; and (2) that between impulses 
which are extra - regarding, and those aimed at 
pleasure. In drawing the line (p. 135) between 
primary and secondary springs of action, he charac- 
terises the primary impulses of a man as 

those which urge him, in the way of unrcHecting instinct, to 
appropriate objects or natural expression, . . . [while the 
secondary are those] which supervene upon self-knowledge and 
experience, and in which the preconception is present of an end 
gratifying to some recognised feeling. 

And again, on p. 137, he speaks of the primary 
principles as 

impelling us to certain objects without prevision or self-con- 
sciousness on our part . . . tendencies towards ends which we 
seek blindly, without preconception of their character. 

I quite agree with him, and 1 have argued at length 
in Book I. chapter iv. of my Methods of Ethics, that 
we have ‘ primary impulses ’ prompting to actions for 
results distinct from the individual’s pleasure — dis- 
interested impulses ; and that these extend throughout 
the whole range of our appetitive nature, and are 
throughout distinguishable from the desires directed 
tow'ards the pleasures that attend the satisfaction of 
the primary impulses — for instance, appetites for food 
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and drink, and ‘ thirst you wouldn’t sell for ten 
dollars.’ In this sense the distinction of primary 
and secondary propensions, etc., seems to me true 
and important, and Martineau’s illustrations of it 
throughout chapter v. are interesting and impressive. 
But these primary impulses are not normally ‘ blind,’ 
in the mature human being, nor do they cease to be 
‘ extra -regarding ’ when a clear foresight of their 
immediate end is added to them. I do not say that 
we have no blind impulses : I quite admit that 
they have a recognised place in experience — though 
a smaller place than Martineau gives them. Also 
blindness is a matter of degree ; the immediate end, 
of which there is clear foresight, may not be the 
ultimate end in relation to which the impulse is 
developed. For instance, the impulse to drink may 
continue ‘ blind,’ in the sense that a boy who drinks 
may not be definitely aware of the need of fluid for 
health ; or in the case of resentment, the man who 
retaliates an injury may not be conscious of the 
utility of such retaliation in repressing future injury. 
But in a certain sense, as Professor William James 
says. 

It is obvious that every instinctive act in an animal with a memory 
must cease to be ‘ blind ’ after being once repeated, and must be 
accompanied with foresight of its ‘ end ’ just so far as that end 
may have fallen under the animal’s cognisance. ^ 

Hence it is difiicult to see how these impulses in the 

adult can have remained ‘ blind ’ for the most part. 

And in the primary impulses which Martineau 

classifies, he clearly has in view the adult man : for 


^ Cf. James, Principles of Psychology, vol. ii. p. 390 (1st edit.). 
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instance, he says nothing of the instinctive impulses 
which children have to suck, bite, grasp objects, utter 
sounds, move the limbs. 1 observe, too, that among 
the impulses which remain in adult man, imitative- 
ness — which in some of its manifestations remains 
blind longer than most — is not mentioned. 

But in any case I do not think that such impulses 
are morally judged as blind ; I conceive that the 
effects of the action to which such unreflecting im- 
pulses prompt, however absent or faintly represented 
when the impulse operates, are necessarily represented 
when it becomes the object of a moral judgment, 
'fills will appear, 1 think, if we reflect on any example 
included in Martin eau’s exposition of the ‘ scale of 
springs of action ’ — for instance in comparing the 
appetite for food with the desire of the pleasure of 
eating, he says, ‘ it is surely meaner to eat for the 
palate’s sake than to appease the simple hunger ’ 
(p. 193) : well, it seems to me clear that, so far as 1 
pass this judgment, it is not on hunger, qua blind 
impulse, but on hunger conceived as an impulse 
directed towards the removal of an organic want. 



LECTURE IV 

SPRINGS OF ACTION 

The details of Martineau’s Classification of the Springs 
of Action are given from tlie psychological point of 
view in chapter v. , and from the ethical point of view 
in chapter vi. Before I proceed to examine this in 
detail I must again recall that Martineau and I 
approach the examination of Common Sense from 
essentially different points of view. I do not regard 
the verdict of Common Sense, even when it is clearly 
pronounced, as final : if I find it conflicting with what 
appear to me clear deductions from self-evident prin- 
ciples — such as those which according to me lie at the 
basis of Utilitarianism — I venture after full consider- 
ation to dissent from it, though even so 1 may not 
think it right to proclaim my dissent. 

This attitude, which in my mind is primarily 
arrived at independently of a study of the history of 
morality, is yet confirmed by such a study ; wiiich 
leads me to regard the current civilised morality of 
the present age as merely a stage in a long process of 
development, in which the human mind has, I hope, 
been gradually moving towards a truer apprehen- 
sion of what ought to be. We do not find merely 

351 
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change, when we trace the history of morality ; we see 
progress through wider experience, fuller knowledge, 
more extended and refined sympathies. Thus reflec- 
tion shows us in the morality of earlier stages an 
element of what we now agree to regard as confusion 
and error. Therefore it seems to me reasonable to 
suppose that similar defects are likely to lurk in our 
own current and accepted morality ; even if observa- 
tion and analysis of this morality had not led us — 
as they have in fact led me — to see such defects in 
it. How to eliminate, if possible, these elements of 
error, confusion, and uncertainty is, in my view, 
the fundamental question of ethics, which can 
only be answered by the construction of an ethical 
system. For this we have two things to do : we 
have to arrive at a clear conception of the Ultimate 
End or Good, and we have to penetrate to funda- 
mental universal intuitions determining the indi- 
vidual’s duty of promoting general good. In any 
case, 1 do not expect to find this true moral system 
where Martineau looks for it ; that is, by intro- 
spection directed to the moral sentiments and appar- 
ently immediate moral judgments caused in my 
mind by the contemplation of particular acts, apart 
from systematic consideration of these acts and their 
consequences in relation to what I adopt as the 
ultimate end of action. That I should have such 
spontaneous sentiments, and, where prompt action is 
needed, should act on such immediate judgments, is 
at once natural and, in my opinion, conducive to the 
ultimate end ; but I continually find that these 
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immediate pronouncements have to be corrected and 
restrained by a careful consideration of consequences ; 
and I do not regard them as having ultimate validity 
if they conflict with such calculations. 

But again : before I discuss the Scale of Motives 
in which Martineau expresses the results of his 
reflection on the moral consciousness which we share, 
I must repeat that this, from my point of view, is 
only a part of the whole, and not the most important 
part. My view is that, according to Common Sense 
Morality it is intentions directed to outward effects, 
and not motives as distinguished from intentions, 
which are primarily of consequence in the moral judg- 
ments or intuitions that relate to the most important 
branches of duty. Thus (as 1 say in my Methods 
of Ethics, Book III. chapter ii.) we call a man 
veracious if his speech exhibits, in a noteworthy 
degree, a settled endeavour to produce in the minds 
of others impressions exactly correspondent to the 
facts, whatever his motive may be for so doing. 
The details with which Ethics is primarily con- 
cerned in my view of Common Sense Morality are to 
be sought in the region of external effects, and not 
among the ‘ propensions, passions, affections, and 
sentiments ’ felt to impel the agent’s volition. This 
I hold to be the Common Sense view, and I also hold 
it to be the right view, since I regard actions as right 
or wrong according to their conduciveness to external 
results ; and propensions, passions, etc. , as right or 
wrong because of their conduciveness through actions 

to such results : the latter therefore, being more 

2 A 
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remote from the end, are naturally and properly 
judged as secondary. 

To sum up, then : I cannot regard the construction 
of a scale of motives in harmony with Common 
Sense as having the fundamental importance that 
Martineau attributes to it, because (l) I cannot regard 
the judgments of Common Sense on particular volitions 
as having the final decisiveness which Martineau 
appears to credit them with ; and because (2) the 
judgment on motives seems to me secondary to 
the judgment on intentions. At the same time, I 
quite agree that the distinction of ‘ good ’ and ‘ bad ' 
‘ higher ’ and ‘ lower ’ motives is found by reflection 
on Common Sense, and that it is the duty of the 
moralist to make this distinction as precise as possible 
in its application to diflerent classes of motives. 
With these preliminary limitations, I pass to examine 
Martin eau’s attempt to work out bis distinction in 
detail. 

I have pointed out that there are two classifi- 
cations : that in chapter v. which is Psychological, and 
that in chapter vi. which is Ethical. I do not pro- 
pose to criticise in detail the psychological chapter, 
though I may just note, among other things, that I 
think the term ‘ passion ’ is oddly restricted to 
Antipathy, Fear, and Resentment; that Sympathy 
should be treated earlier and with more breadth ; and 
that Emulation and Rivalry are inadequately treated 
as dependent on Love of Power. Again, 1 do not see 
why Conjugal Affection is omitted from the primary 
affections. And in my opinion Censoriousness is not 
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a proper term for the desire of malevolent pleasure ; 
nor can Suspiciousness be regarded as a taste for 
indulging fear. Nor, again, do I think that Wonder 
can properly be regarded as a definite motive ; and 
the impulse to seek knowledge seems to me more com- 
plex than Martineau makes it. And I consider that 
Constructiveness should be recognised along with ten- 
dency to (unselective) Spontaneous Activity as a more 
primary impulse, before we come to Love of Power. 

I pass then to the Ethical scale in chapter vi., but 
before I begin to criticise it in detail, I wish to make 
clear my general and fundamental disagreement with 
the plan on which it is composed. Here I must 
repeat with some expansion what I have said in Book 
III. chapter xii. of The Methods of Ethics. Accord- 
ing to Martineau the springs of human action may 
be arranged in an ethical scale,* so constituted 
that whenever any of the ‘ propensions,’ ‘ passions,’ 
‘affections’ and ‘sentiments’ thus classified comes into 

^ For the reader's convenience, I give the Tabic of the Sprmgs of Action in 
which Dr. Martineau has collected the results of his survey (p. 266) : — 

Lowest. 

1. Secondary Passions —Censoriousness, Vindictiveness, Suspiciousness. 

2. Secondary Organic Propensions — Love of Ease and Sensual Pleasure. 

3. Primary Organic Propensions — Appetites. 

4. Primary Animal Propension— Spontaneous Activity (unselectiyo). 

6. Love of Gain (reflective derivation from Appetite). 

6. Secondary AtTections (sentimental indulgeiico of sympathetic feelings). 

7. Primary Passions— Antipathy, Fear, Resentment. 

8. Causal Energy — Love of Power, or Ambition ; Love of Liberty. 

9. Secondary Sentiments— Love of Culture. 

10. Primary Sentiments of Wonder and Admiration. 

11. Primary Affections, Parental and Social — with (approximately) 

Generosity and Gratitude. 

12. Primary Affection of Compassion. 

13. Primary Sentiment of Reverence. 

Highest. 
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conflict with one higher in the scale, right volition 
consists in choosing the ‘ higher’ in preference to the 
‘ lower.’ Now I might criticise this scale minutely 
and propose a different order of merit. But to do 
this would not indicate the extent of my disagree- 
ment. My point is that no such universal relation of 
higher or lower subsists between any pair of im- 
pulses as is here affirmed. The higher and lower are 
only so generally not always. The view of Com- 
mon Sense appears to me rather that, in all or most 
cases, a natural impulse has its proper sphere, within 
which it should be normally operative, and that the 
question whether a motive commonly judged higher 
should yield to a lower, is one that cannot be 
answered decisively in the general way in which 
Martineau answers it : the answer must depend on 
the particular conditions and circumstances of the 
conflict. For we recognise that a higher motive may 
and sometimes does intrude unseasonably into the 
proper sphere of the lower, just as the lower is liable 
to encroach on the higher ; only since there is very 
much less danger of the former intrusion, it naturally 
falls into the background in ethical discussions and 
exhortations that have a practical aim. Thus — not 
to take the highest motives — a regard for health is 
higher than an appetite for pleasant food ; but it is 
not desirable that a normally healthy man should 
select his food and drink from sanitary calculations. 
Within limits, he is more likely to be healthy if he 
follows appetite. 

The matter is complicated by this further con- 
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sideration : we recognise that as the character of a 
moral agent becomes better, the motives that we 
rank as ‘ higher ’ tend to be developed, so that their 
normal sphere of operation continually enlarges at 
the expense of the lower, though not so far as to 
supersede the lower. Hence there are two distinct 
aims in moral regulation and culture, so far as they 
relate to motives; (1) to keep the ‘lower’ motive 
within the limits within which its operation is 
considered to be legitimate and good on the whole, 
so long as we cannot substitute for it the equally 
effective operation of a higher motive : and at the 
same time (2) to effect this substitution of ‘ higher ’ 
for ‘ lower ’ gradually, so far as can be done without 
danger, up to a limit which we cannot definitely fix, 
but which we certainly conceive, for the most part, 
as falling short of complete exclusion of the lower 
motive. Such complete exclusion we commonly 
regard as undesirable, from a general assumption 
that it would be unfavourable to moral health and 
balance. 

I may illustrate by reference to the passion of 
personal resentment of which I before spoke. The 
view of reflective Common Sense is, I think, that the 
malevolent impulse so designated is of a kind highly 
dangerous, i.e. of a kind that prompts to wrong 
actions much more frequently than to right ones ; 
and which, therefore, on a broad view of consequences 
we unhesitatingly judge to be bad or low. Still, I 
think we agree with Butler that as long as it is 
strictly limited to resentment against wrong and 
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operates in aid of justice, this malevolent impulse 
has a legitimate sphere of action in the social life of 
human beings as actually constituted : that, indeed, 
its suppression would be gravely mischievous, unless 
we could at the same time so intensify the ordinary 
man’s regard for justice or for social wellbeing that 
the total strength of motives prompting to the punish- 
ment of crime should not be diminished. It is no 
doubt to be wished, as Butler says, that men would 
repress wrong from these higher motives rather than 
from passionate resentment ; but we cannot hope to 
effect this change in human beings generally except 
by a slow and gradual process of elevation of char- 
acter : so that within its sphere it would be often 
undesirable to overrule resentment by a motive com- 
monly judged to be higher. Therefore supposing a 
conflict between ‘ Compassion,’ which is highest but 
one in Martineau’s scale, and ‘ Resentment,’ which 
he places about the middle, it is by no means to 
be laid down as a universal rule that compassion 
ought to prevail. We ought rather, with Butler, to 
regard resentment as a salutary ‘ balance to the 
weakness of pity,’ which would be liable to prevent 
the execution of justice if resentment w'ere excluded, 
although common sense would agree with Martineau 
as to the general relative rank of the two. 

Or we might similarly take the impulse which 
comes lowest (among those not condemned alto- 
gether) in Martineau’s scale — the Love of Ease and 
Sensual Pleasure. No doubt this impulse, or group 
of impulses, is continually leading men to shirk or 
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scamp their strict duty, or to fall in some less definite 
way below their own ideal of conduct ; hence the 
attitude habitually maintained towards it by preachers 
and practical moralists is that of repression. Still, 
Common Sense surely recognises that there are 
cases in which even this impulse ought to prevail 
over impulses ranked much above it in Martineau’s 
scale : we often find men prompted — say by Love 
of Gain or Love of Culture — to shorten unduly 
their hours of recreation ; and in the case of a con- 
flict of motives under such circumstances we should 
judge it best that victory should remain on the side 
of the ‘ love of ease and pleasure,’ and that the un- 
seasonable intrusion of the higher motive should be 
repelled. Hence we look on not only with indulgence 
but with satisfaction when we see a man, who is in 
danger of ‘ overdoing it ’ in either business or study, 
seduced by a friend into idleness or amusement. 

Perhaps it may be said that in neither of these 
instances would the conflict of motives remain such as I 
have described ; that though the struggle might begin, 
so to say, as a duel between resentment and compas- 
sion, or between love of ease and love of gain, it would 
not be fought to a finish in the lists so marked out, 
since in each case still higher motives would come in 
— regard for justice and social wellbeing on the side 
of resentment, regard for health and ultimate efficiency 
for work on the side of love of ease ; and that it 
would be the intervention of these higher motives 
that would decide the struggle so far as it was decided 
rightly and as we should approve. It seems to me that 
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this is certainly what would happen if the supposed 
conflict were at all serious and its decision deliberate. 
Suppose a man has injured me from some ill temper 
or selfishness, and I have an opportunity of making 
him uncomfortable in return ; resentment prompts me 
directly to make him feel pain, then compassion 
comes in and I am moved to let him off. Probably 
this conflict of motives concentrates attention on the 
point. If so, I certainly should not rest in the con- 
sideration whether resentment or pity is higher : I 
should certainly go on to the consideration whether 
the immediate evil of the pain I was proposing to 
inflict is or is not outweighed by its ulterior good 
efiect in teaching him not to offend again. 

It is for this reason that such a scale as Marti neau 
has drawn up, of motives arranged according to their 
moral rank, can never, in my view, have more than a 
very subordinate ethical importance. I admit that 
it may serve to indicate in a rough and general way 
the kinds of desires which it is usually best to 
encourage and indulge, in comparison with other 
kinds which are ordinarily likely to compete and 
collide with them ; and we might thus settle by 
means of it some of the comparatively trifling con- 
flicts of motive which the varying and complex play 
of needs, habits, and interests, with their accompany- 
ing emotions, continually brings forth in our daily life. 
When a lower motive — commonly so judged — con- 
flicts with what is commonly judged as higher, it 
would be usually right to follow the latter ; and if it 
is not worth while thinking much about the matter. 
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this criterion may suffice. But if a serious question 
of conduct is raised, I cannot conceive myself deciding 
it morally by any comparison of motives below the 
highest : the case must, as I have elsewhere said, 
be carried up for decision into the court of the 
motive which I regard as supreme, i.e, the desire to 
promote universal good, understood as the happiness 
of sentient beings generally. Thus the comparison 
ultimately decisive on the particular question raised 
would inevitably be not a comparison between the 
motives primarily conflicting, but between the effects 
of the different lines of conduct to which they respec- 
tively prompt, considered in relation to whatever 
we regard as the idtimatc cud of reasonable action. 
And this, I concei^•c, is the course which moral re- 
flection tends to take in the case not only of Utili- 
tarians, but of all who follow Butler in regarding 
our passions and propensions as forming naturally a 
“system or constitution,” in which the ends of lower 
impulses arc subordinate as means to the ends of 
certain governing motives, or arc comprehended as 
parts in these larger ends.' So far as any view of 
this kind is taken, any tabulation of the moral rank 
of motives other than the governing ones can, at best, 
have only a quite subordinate interest : it cannot 
possibly furnish a method of dealing with the funda- 
mental problems of ethical construction. 

I would now notice that Martineau’s general 
answer in Tyjpes of Ethical Theory to my argument 
— in the form in which it was originally stated in 

* Methoda of Ethi^^ Book III. chap. xii. § 3. 
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Methods of Ethics — will be found in chapter vii. pp. 
299, 300. He quotes the passage^ in which I ex- 
pound my argument, and then says that the reasoning 
there set forth 

addresses itself to some doctrine wholly unlike any which I can 
undertake to defend. It assumes that in the scale of springs of 
action will be found a special class distinguished from the rest 
by being ‘ virtuous motives^' possibly all fused into one in tiie shape 
of ‘Rational Benevolence/ or desire for ‘universal happiness.^ 
... It is also assumed that there can never be a conflict of in- 
centives without one of these ‘ virtuous motives ^ (i.e, love of 
this, that, or all virtues) being present, so that not only is one 
inferior motive higher than another, but both are eclipsed by a 
superlative third, and dispensed from further attendance. With 
the removal of the class of ‘ virtuous motives,’ this assumption 
also disappears : there is no absolute and constant ‘ highest,’ 
appearing over the heads of all conflicting incentives ; but the 
‘ highest ’ which claims us is simply the relatively superior of the 
contending two, and the duty, the moral quality, the call to 
virtue, consist simply in that felt superiority ; so that our rule, 
‘Go with the highest,’ is just as applicable to the humbler as to 
the loftier steps of the scale, and involves no leap up to the 
summit before it can be obeyed (p. 299). 

The same misuse of the word ‘ highest ’ in an absolute sense, 
instead of relatively to the other incitements in each act of 
choice, leads to Professor Sidgwick’s final argument: viz. that 
it is against common sense to affirm that the higher motive 
ought always to prevail over the lower : inasmuch as this would 
require us to banish ‘all natural impulse in favour of reason,’ 
and fetch in the supreme spring of action to work the most in- 
significant problems : in other words, never to desceml from the 
top of the scale. . . . As I do not admit ‘ Reason ’ to be a spring 
of action at all, it would indeed be strange in me to ‘ suppress 
the natural impulses in its favour ’ : the only effect would be to 
stop the clock altogether (p. 300). 

This furnishes a striking illustration of the differ- 
ences in the moral experiences of different minds. 

I am surprised that Martineau should deny what 
I argue — that if a serious question of conduct is 

^ Methods of Ethics^ pp. 370, 371 in tlie 3rd edition. 
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raised, I cannot conceive myself deciding it morally 
by any comparison of motives below the highest : 
the case must be carried up into the court of the 
motive which I regard as supreme — and his denial 
surprises me the more when I consider what he says 
of altruistic affections : — 

Consequences to the general happiness can carry no obliga- 
tion, unless the altruistic affections are in their nature invested with 
authority over impulses that conjlict with them. . . . There are 
cases in which one and the same principle has the choice of 
several possible actions ; and among these the election must 
be made by the balance of pleasurable and painful effects 
(pp. 300, 301). 

I am even more surprised when I turn to examine 
the particulars of chapter vi. Let us begin with 
Love of Gain (p. 195). Common Sense does not 
separate ‘judgment of principles’ from ‘canon of conse- 
quences,’ as Martineau here tries to do, nor estimate 
consequences ';^only prudentially, i.e. egoistically ; it 
considers both in relation to rational wellbeing, and it 
is artificial to leave this consideration out of account 
in estimating the moral rank of motives. So 
when love of gain is measured against antipathy, 
by a would-be butcher, Martineau admits (p. 196) 
that moral comparison of motives is ‘ in practice ’ 
influenced by ‘ special intensity ’ and ‘ external rela- 
tions.’ The question, therefore, is : Is it rightly 
so influenced ? If not — Martineau loses the support 
of Common Sense ; if it is — then his ‘ canon of 
consequences ’ gets mixed up with bis scale of motives 
in a hopelcssly*confusing way. 

Similarly with Fear (pp. 197, 198). Martineau in 
fact admits ultimately that ‘ fears cannot be appraised 
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without reference to the worth of the objects feared/ 
and ‘cannot claim a definite and invariable place’ 
in the ‘ moral hierarchy ’ of springs of action. Very 
well, let us go on then to Resentment (p. 199), The 
Resentment considered here is really Resentment 
moralised — it is ‘just anger’ that is explained to 
be higher than ‘mere interest.’ I am surprised that, 
after this, Martiueau should not see my point about 
the ‘higher motive’ coming in. For at any rate, 
in judging the choice, regard for Justice has a place. 
Why not, then, in the choice itself? And again, 
‘well-grounded resentment' (p. 201) is not simple 
resentment, but resentment moralised by a view of 
ulterior consequences — here it is quite evident that 
the ‘virtuous motive,’ regard for Justice, is sup- 
posed to enter. And in treating of the Love of 
Power we find that judgment is given in view of 
results, as also in comparing Secondary Aifections 
and Primary Passions. 

When we come (p. 216) to the Primary Affec- 
tions as compared with Wonder and Admiration, 
where Martineau says affection 1 should say duty — 
for we condemn neglect of children equally whether 
the parent feels affection or not. And similarly of 
the Primary Affections inter se. Surely it is the fact 
that a man has brought children into the world, and 
not the fact that he is fond of them, which consti- 
tutes the basis of their claim upon him. It is on this 
ground that the claim of children is preferred to 
Friendship (p. 220). And in the case of conflict 
between Friendship and Pity, it is always the con- 
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sequences — or claims grounded on objective fact — 
not the mere impulses, which are compared. 

Passing over Keverence, I come, in § 10, to the 
question ‘ how to estimate Mixed Incentives.’ I have 
drawn attention to the difficulty arising out of these, 
in Methods of Ethics, pointing out that the more we 
contemplate the actual promptings that precede any 
volition, the more we seem to find complexity of 
motive the rule rather than the exception, at least in 
the case of educated persons : and from this composi- 
tion of impulses there results a fundamental perplexity 
as to the principles on which our decision is to be 
made, even supposing that we have a clear view of 
the relative worth of the elementary impulses. For 
the compound will generally contain nobler and baser 
elements, and we can hardly get rid of the latter. 
Suppose then that we arc impelled in one direction 
by a combination of high and low motives, and in 
another by an impulse that ranks between the two in 
the scale, how shall we decide which course to follow ? 
Such a case is by no means uncommon ; e.g. an 
injured man may be moved by an impulse of pity to 
spare his injurer, while a regard for justice and a 
ilesire of revenge combined impel him to inflict 
punishment. How are we to deal with such a case 
as this ? ^ Martineau’s answer is very simple and 
confident ; it can be done, he thinks, by synthetic 
intuition (p.* 236). But it does not follow, because 
we may feel that incentives are mixed, that it is easy 
to estimate their rank as mixed. In answer to me in 

^ Cf. Methods of Ethics, Book III. chap. xii. § 8, p. 36S. 
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the next chapter, he is still more contemptuous about 
the difficulty. 

All the difficulties charged upon the composition of motires 
appear to me (he says) a mere nightmare of unreal psychology. 
Practically, every one knows at first hand his own incentive, 
and, unless he has learned the tricks of a cheat, need be at no 
loss about its relative worth (p. 297). 

Let us see, then, whether it is so easy to estimate 
mixed motives. On p. 296 Martineau considers 
my argument to show that even if we put out of 
sight the Moral Sentiment and Self-love, it is still 
scarcely possible to frame a scale of motives arranged 
in order of merit, for which we could claim anything 
like a clear consent, even of cultivated and thought- 
ful persons. He represents me as putting the 
question asked just above : — 

What am I to do ... if I am driven in one direction by a 
chain-shot of high and low motives, and in the opposite by a 
single impulse of intermediate worth ? e.g, to punish my in jurer 
by love of justice plus vindictiveness, and to spare him by 
compassion. It has been agreed on both sides to treat vindic- 
tiveness as not only relatively but absolutely bad, and to place 
it, as purely malevolent, altogether outside the admissible parts 
of the graduated scale. The active presence of such a feeling 
implies much more, I should say, than the mere lowering of a 
coexisting superior impulse ; it so conflicts with it that any 
blending of the two in a common function is no less impossible 
than the co-operation of aliment that feeds the life and poison 
that destroys it. 

This seems to me to mean that the presence of 
the lower motive destroys the higher, or renders it 
valueless. If so, there is no difficulty. But is this 
the meaning? In the discussion of Resentment on 
p. 199 we read : — 

Whenever resentment is bought off by mere interest, whenever a 
man with just anger in his heart remains placid only because 
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he cannot afford to let his indignation appear, we cannot help 
despising such self-control as sordid. 

There would seem to be mixture here. 

Among ‘ mixed incentives ’ I may notice Martin- 
eau’s treatment of Generosity. In my Methods 
of Ethics (Book HI. chapter viii. p. 326) I have re- 
garded Generosity as a Virtue, i.e. as a quality of 
character exhibited in conduct that we approve. 
But no doubt some acts in which generosity is ex- 
hibited arc not approved ; hence it is quite legitimate 
to treat it as Martincau does, merely as a ‘ mixed in- 
centive.’ I think, however, that he takes too limited 
a view of the motives with which the generous 

O 

impulse may collide. It is no doubt prominently 
manifest, as he says, in conflict with the love of 
money and with resentment ; but it is also — as I say 
— manifested in competition for other objects of desire 
as well as money : a man may be generous to a rival 
for fame or power, in cases where no resentment 
comes in. However, the important point to notice 
is, that here again Martineau recognises implicitly 
that for determining the decision between generosity 
and a conflicting impulse in any particular case, we 
have to appeal to the ‘ canon of consequences.’ 

In § 11 of chapter vi. [Relations of Merit, Grati- 
tude, Generosity, Justice) and § 12 {Veracity) 
Martineau goes on to consider certain moral sentiments 
as ‘ derivative springs of action.’ I pass over what he 
says, with apt eloquence, of Gratitude — remarking, 
however, that it seems to me somewhat oddly described 
as a ‘ variety ’ or ‘ modified example of generosity,’ 
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since, according to Martineau himself, Generosity 
‘ has its field in the play of social affection beyond 
the limits of what could be demanded as a right,’ 
and this cannot be similarly said of Gratitude. Grati- 
tude, we think, is due to a benefactor, and it is the 
characteristic of Generosity that it is not ‘due.’ 
There is, however, this resemblance, that a certain 
indefiniteness is held to be normal and proper in the 
outward manifestation of Gratitude and Generosity, 
as contrasted with the exactness characteristic of the 
external realisation of Justice ; it is this that has led 
Martineau to a too complete identification of the two. 

Of Justice Martineau gives the following account : — 

Justice, therefore, let us say, is the treatment of persons 
according to their deserts. And in this two things are involved ; 
viz. (1) that there is somehudij to treat them; (2) that in treating 
them he has the disposal of something which they care for, in 
quantities divisible and proportionable, so as to correspond with 
the ratios of their deserts. These conditions at once bring 
before us the image of a Jiulg/', presiding over the trial of some 
charged offence or some <lisputable claim between two applicants 
for his decision ; on him their treatment depends ; and it 
consists in his award of penalty or of partition, in conformity 
with their estimated wrongs and rights j these consecpienccs, as 
well as his own graduated words of condemnation or acquittal, 
are the common matter which he can distribute, in measures 
accurately representing the relative values he has determined. 
If we start from this point, it is plain that, to constitute justice, 
there must be a triad of persons at the least, viz. K and B, 
whose shares in some common matter of good and ill are in 
doubt, and a dikast who solves the doubt ; and that it is of the 
dikast, in his award, that we predicate justice or injustice, and 
not of A or B in their relation to each other (pp. 249, 250). 

If you will compare here what I have said in 
Methods of Ethics (Book III. chapter v. § I), you 
will see that I agree with Martineau in considering 
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Justice as essentially distributive, involving allot- 
ment of something ‘ divisible and proportionable 
among a number of persons. But as regards Martin- 
eau’s formula, I should observe (a) that Desert is 
used in a wider and narrower sense : in the narrower 
sense in which I use it in the passage referred to 
‘ treatment according to desert ’ implies previous 
conduct on the part of the person treated for 
which requital is held to be due. But surely the 
‘disputable claim’ which Martineau’s judge has to 
settle need not be a claim arising out of desert 
in this narrower sense : justice and injustice may 
equally be shown by a judge in dividing an inheri- 
tance according to the wishes of a testator ; and if in 
such a case the legatees may be said to be treated 
according to their deserts, we are obviously using 
the word in an unusually wide sense : to treat a man 
according to his deserts .seems to mean no more 
than treating him as he ouglit to be treated in a 
question of distribution or allotment, {h) Secondly, 
in Martineau’s original statement what the judge 
distributes is coneeived as something that men 
(tare for — some ‘ divisible .stock of recompense.’ But 
this docs not sufficiently recognise — wliat, however, 
Martineau in other phrases does recognise — that 
pains and penalties have to be justly allotted in 
judicial decisions, as well as advantages. 

On p. 251 Martineau imagines that I difler from 
him more than I do, that I ‘consider the mean- 
ing of the word [justice] satisfied by any conduct 

which fulfils the warranted expectations of another.’ 

2 B 
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But I never intended to omit the notion of ‘ distri- 
bution ’ or ‘ allotment ’ — compare the passage above 
referred to, in my book. I agree with Martineau that 
when we apply the term ‘justice’ there is always 
a comparison, and usually some comparison of cases, 
implied. I think, however, that ‘ injustice ’ is used 
more widely than justice. Probably Martineau is 
right in saying that we should never think of quoting 
the simple observance of contract as an example of 
justice ; yet we should certainly regard the breach 
of contract, causing serious damage, as an example 
of injustice. But I think that the comparison, 
though normally, is not always between persons ; for 
instance, in the case of ‘just punishment,’ it seems 
to be a comparison between the gravity of the crime 
and the gravity of its punishment. This Martineau 
half sees in one of the examples which he ffives on 
p. 251. 

He goes on to describe (pp. 252, 253) how ‘the 
idea of justice undergoes another extension into 
cases not originally embraced in it ’ ; ‘ in spite of 
the strict limits of the realm of Justice, its central 
idea spreads widely over the indefinite life beyond, 
and carries its controlling presence into generosity 
and love themselves.’ With this I agree. But I 
think that Martineau in expressing this wider notion 
of Justice — ‘we ought to treat others according to 
their merits, etc.’ (p. 253) — has again been misled 
by a confusion between the wider and narrower 
meanings of desert. For the more indefinite claims, 
beyond the sphere of legal rights, which the spirit of 
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justice moves us to satisfy, are by no means limited 
to claims based on the moral worth of others : they 
may arise out of friendship, consanguinity, economic 
relations, previous services, special needs, or other 
causes independent of the moral character of the 
claimants. Hence the ‘love of Justice,’ which on 
p. 254 he recognises as a ‘ new spring of action,’ 
cannot be interpreted as merely a ‘ love of propor- 
tionate treatment of men and their character accord- 
ing to their worth,’ without narrowing the sphere of 
justice in a manner altogether opposed to Common 
Sense. Thus we cannot say : 

the love of justice ... is only a higher figure of the original 
sense ot right: it is the 'p^'efeTence for worth. Or it might be 
called the rnthusiasTti (f conscience for its own estiinution of churcicter ; 
and, so far as it assumes a missionary energy, for a conformable 
adjustment of social life. 

This point is important in considering the issue 
between Martineau and myself as regards the ‘ loves 
of the virtues.’ 

In § 12 Martineau goes on to speak of another 
moral quality, Veracity. Plis discussion here is a 
good example of his treatment, in the combined 
vigour and delicacy of its rhetorical expression. 
What primarily impresses him in nnveracity is the 
treachery of ‘ wielding the instrument of speech and 
all the simple trust which’ leaves an open path before 
it, to gain ’ secret ends. But, while recognising that 
the social union rests on mutual confidence which 
unveracity tends to weaken, he argues further that 
the liar in ‘declining to accept the consequences of 
truth ’ really ‘ quarrels with the realised order of the 
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justice moves us to satisfy, are by no means limited 
to claims based on the moral worth of others : they 
may arise out of friendship, consanguinity, economic 
relations, previous services, special needs, or other 
causes independent of the moral character of the 
claimants. Hence the ‘ love of Justice,’ which on 
p. 254 he recognises as a ‘ new spring of action,’ 
cannot be interpreted as merely a ‘ love of 'propor- 
tionate treatment of men and their character accord- 
ing to their worth,’ without narrowing the sphere of 
justice in a manner altogether opposed to Common 
8ense. Thus wo cannot say : 

the love of justice ... is only a higher figure of the original 
sense of right : it is the preferei7ce for worth. Or it might be 
called the enthusiasm of conscience for its own estimation of character ; 
and, so far as it assumes a missionary energy, for a conformable 
adjustment of social life. 

This point is important in considering the issue 
between Martineau and myself as regards the ‘ loves 
of the virtues.’ 

In § 12 Martineau goes on to speak of another 
moral quality, Veracity. His discussion here is a 
good example of his treatment, in the combined 
vigour and delicacy of its rhetorical expression. 
What primarily impresses him in unveracity is the 
treachery of ‘ wielding the instrument of speech and 
all the simple trust which’ leaves an open path before 
it, to gain ’ secret ends. But, while recognising that 
the social union rests on mutual confidence which 
unveracity tends to weaken, he argues further that 
the liar in ‘declining to accept the consequences of 
truth ’ really ‘ quarrels with the realised order of the 
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world’; SO that ‘veracity . . . wields the authority not 
of social affection only, but of Reverence also ’ — the 
highest among Martineau’s tabulated springs of 
action. It does not follow that there are no cases 
to which the rule of truth-speaking does not apply ; 
for there are persons, such as ‘assassins, robbers, 
enemies with arms in their hands,’ who are really 
beyond the pale of the ‘common understanding’ on 
which the social factor in the obligation of veracity 
is based. Nor does ‘ reverence for the Divine order 
of reality ’ require me to disclose it to a ‘ false 
brother ’ who ‘ seeks access to the truth in order to 
desecrate it ’ ; ‘on the contrary, I uphold the inmost 
spirit of that order by preventing it from being 
turned into an accomplice of crime.’ Even the 
question whether falsehoods may be told to persons 
who put unwarrantable questions to find out secrets, 
Martincau is prepared to treat neutrally as a difficult 
case to be determined by ‘ careful attention to the 
canon of consequences.’ Still, after all, Martineau’s 
love of truth remains unconquered by the arguments 
which commend themselves to his intellect, as he 
avows impressively in the concluding paragraph : 
‘ Yet, when I place myself ... at one of the crises 
demanding a deliberate lie, an unutterable repugnance 
returns upon me, and makes the theory seem shame- 
ful, etc’ (p. 265). 

It is impossible for a reader of the sections which 
I have briefly summarised to doubt that Martineau 
has the sentiments known as Love of Justice and 
Love of Truth in an eminent degree. Why he 
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considers that there are no other moral sentiments 
which need to be discussed in relation to his scale 
of springs of action, I do not quite know; but, at 
any rate, I should have thought that his discussion 
of them makes these two important moral senti- 
ments stand out clearly as distinct though derivative 
impulses. I am therefore surprised at the way in 
which he meets my argument* in favour of including in 
our list of motives the Moral Sentiments, or impulses 
towards particular kinds of virtuous conduct as such, 
e.g. Candour, Veracity, Fortitude. His answer (pp. 
284, 285) to my argument is as follows : — 

I cannot admit either the loves of virtues — of ‘candour, veracity, 
fortitude ’ — or the virtues themselves, as so many additional 
impulses over and above those from the conflict of which they 
are formed. I do not confess my fault in. order to he caiulid, or 
encounter danger in order to he brave, or resist tem2)tation in 
order to he virtuous, and give a sample of what virtue is. Unless 
I am a prig, I never think of candotn-, or virtue, as prcdicable 
or going to be predicable of me at all, etc. 

Compare, however, what he says on pp. 254 and 
265, quoted above. 

I now go on to the question discussed in § 14 
(pp. 266 scrig.) ; How far a life must be chosen among 
the springs of action enumerated in the table which 
Martineau gives. He states the question of § 14 
fairly on pp. 267, 268, and seems to hold that a 
moral agent is morally bound to choose his sphere in 
life in view of the superior opportunities it offers for 
developing higher moral motives. This would seem 
to imply that higher motives should be substituted 
for lower as far as possible. And this he appears to 
^ Methods of Ethics y Book III. chap. xii. § 2. 
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hold theoretically hut not practically — for reasons, 
however, which are somewhat obscurely and rhetori- 
cally explained (p. 269). What is Martineau’s view 
as to the extent to which an individual ought to try 
to cultivate higher motives? What is supposed to 
be the motive prompting to such cultivation ? He 
says (at the conclusion of § 14, p. 270) : — 

It suffices, then, for us to admit to our questioner, that a 
man ought not to become so absorbed in his business or his 
studies as to leave no scope for the free movement of his higher 
affections and no time for the duties they enjoin. But this 
very obligation I would rather rest on the objective claims of 
the relations, human and Divine, which he is in danger of 
guiltily setting aside, than on the subjective need, in his self- 
formation, of being less a stranger to the upper storeys of his 
spiritual experience. 

How is this consistent with making the judgments 
between particular motives final, if the sentiment of 
Reverence is thus the motive for setting them aside ? 

Finally, in one sentence (p. 275) Martin eau con- 
cedes more than I should have expected, stating as 
one way in which computation of pleasurable and 
painful consequences may be admitted in morals, 
that ‘ the computation is already more or less involved 
in the preference of this or that spring of action ; 
for in proportion as the springs of action are self- 
conscious, they contemplate their own effects, and 
judgment upon them [the effects] is included in our 
judgment on the disposition.’ 
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